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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue reEtrurN of Lord Justice Bowen to his seat on the 
judicial bench has been during the week a subject of con- 
gratulation. It is, moreover, satisfactory to learn that Mr. 
Justice Romer has so far improved in health as to be able to go 
to the seaside, in order to fully re-establish his strength and fit 
him to resume his judicial duties. ' 





Ir 1s UnDERsToop that Mr. Justice A. L. Surrn will, when he 
has disposed of the part-heard case now before him, resume 
his duties in the Queen’s Bench Division. Then arises the 
important question (important, that is, for the numerous suitors 
whose cases are in the list of Mr. Justice Romer) what are the 
authorities about to do with a view to meet and escape from 
the dilemma caused by the absence of the latter learned judge ? 
It has been suggested that if Lord Herscrett would continue 
to assist in the Court of Appeal, one of the judges of that 
court having experience in Chancery business might be released 
for the trial of Mr. Justice Romer’s actions. Another way, 
however, would be for Lord Herscnett, if he is willing, to sit 
in the Chancery Division, under the powers of the Judicature 
Act, 1891, and section 41 of the Judicature Act, 1875. Nothing 
could have given greater satisfaction than the manner in 
which he has presided over Court of Appeal No. 2, and if he 
consents to undertake the duties of a judge of first instance, 
there can be no doubt that Mr. Justice Romen’s suitors would be 
more than content. 





Tue pxctsion of the Court of Appeal in the divorce appeal in 
Russell vy. Russell, on Wednesday last, will be of interest to our 
readers, as shewing that a solicitor, who acts for a wife, in a suit 
for a divorce or a judicial separation, is liable to lose his costs, 
even though the husband, in accordance with the usual practice 
of the Divoree Court, has been ordered to give, and has given, 
security for the wife's costs of and incidental to the trial. In 
Russell v, Russell the petition was by a wife for a judicial se - 
tion. Prior to the trial the husband was ordered to give a tent 
for £350, as security for the wife's costs of and incidental te the 
trial, that being the estimated amount of those costs. The bond 


| was given to the wife’s solicitors, and was, as provided by the 
rules, filed in the registry of the court. 


After the trial the wife's 
solicitors applied to have their costs of and incidental to the trial 


taxed and paid by the husband to the extent of £350, the 


‘amount of the bond. This application was necessary, because 
‘rule 199 of the Divorce Court Rules provides that such a bond 
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shall not be sued upon without the order of the court. The 
President of the Divorce Division refused the application, and the 
Court of Appeal held that, as he had exercised his discretion in 
the matter, no appeal lay from his decision. This, they said, was 
the result of section 51 of the Divorce Court Act of 1857, section 
49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and section 20 of the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876. Notwithstanding the fact that the bond 
was given to the solicitors, they had no right to costs except 
through their client, and, if she was disentitled to costs as 
against her husband, they had no independent right against 
him. The case may serve as a warning to solicitors of the risk 
they run in acting in divorce proceedings for a wife whose only 
separate estate, as in the case of the petitioner in Russell v. 
Russell, is subject to a restraint on anticipation. 





Tue Covrr or Arrrat in Reg. v. Glamorganshire Justices and 
Reg. v. Byrde and others, Licensing Justices for Pontypool (see 
ante, p. 248), has seen its way to taking a common sense and 
convenient view of sub-sections 10 and 11 of section 13 of the 
Interpretation Act, 1889, and to holding that licensing justices 
are, for the purpose of receiving notices of appeal, and for the 
purpose of stating a case on a point of law for the High Court, 
a “court of summary jurisdiction.” The enactments in question 
direct that in the Interpretation Act ‘‘and in every other Act, 
whether passed before or after ”’ the commencement of that Act, 
‘“‘the following expressions shall, wnless the contrary intention 
appears, have the meaning respectively assigned to them— 
namely, the expression the Summary Jurisdiction Acts 
when used in relation to England or Wales, shall mean the 
Summary Jurisdiction (England) Acts the expression 
‘court of summary jurisdiction ’ shall mean any justice or justices 
of the peace or other magistrate, by whatever name called, /o 
whom jurisdiction is given by, or who is authorized to act under, the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts and whether acting under 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts or any of them, or under any 
other Act, or by virtue of his commission, or under the common 
law.” The Summary Jurisdiction Acts for England are defined 
by sub-section 7 as the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, 
and the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, and any Act, past or 
future, amending those Acts or either of them; and the defini- 
tion of “court of summary jurisdiction,” given by sub-section 
11, replaces a definition given by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1884, which had itself, for the purpose of removing doubts, replaced 
a definition in section 50 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
which could not by any possibility have been taken to include 
licensing justices. With the greatest deference to the Court of 
Appeal, we are unable to see how the judgment is correct in point 
vt law, though its convenience in point of practice is obvious 
enough. It seems to us that the governing words in sub-section 11 
vf section 13 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, are ‘‘ to whom juris- 
diction is given by the Summary Jurisdiction Acts,” and that 
that enactment cannot, therefore, apply to licensing justices who 
derive tlcir jurisdiction to grant or refuse licences from the 
Licensing Acts. Another argument against the correctness of 
the judgment is derived from the schedule of repeals effected 
by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, which schedule con- 
tains every imaginable Act concerned with summary jurisdic- 
tion, but leaves the Licensing Acts alone; and we cannot help 
thinking that a “contrary intention,” within the meaning of 
the opening words of section 13 of the Interpretation Act, 
“appears” from the Acts of 1879, 1884, and 1889, taken 
together, and read with the Licensing Acts. Looking, however, 
to the practical advantages of the judgment, we do not think 
that it is by any means a regrettable one. Whether a further 
Bill to “remove doubts” will be required, or whether the 

int will eventually come to be settled beyond question by a 
judgment of the House of Lords, may be a matter for 
speculation. 


Tuz Panrxexsuir Act, 1890, appears to be so little known 
or appreciated by the profession as, in one instance, to have had 
its existence entirely ignored. We refer to the case of Daw y. 
Herring (40 W. R. 61; 1892, 1 Ch. 284), which was decided by 
Sriuiine, J., in August, 1891. The question in this case was 
whether a particular clause in partnership articles applied 





where the partnership had been entered into for a fixed term, 
and, after the expiration of that term, had been continued asa 
partnership at will. According to the facts, as reported, the 
fixed term of five years expired in September, 1887, but the 
business was carried on until March, 1891, when the partnershj 
was dissolved by notice. The plaintiff (one of the partners 
brought an action to wind up the business, while the 
defendant (the other partner) claimed to be entitled to pur. 
chase the plaintiff's share under the particular clause ip 
question, which gave the defendant the right, “after the 
expiration or determination of the partnership by effluxion 
of time,” to purchase the plaintiff’s share in the business at a 
valuation. Upon these facts it would seem that the Partner. 
ship Act, 1890, which came into operation on the Ist of January, 
1891, applied; although it is difficult to suppose that a legisla- 
tive enactment of such importance to the commercial world 
should have been actually overlooked. The section of the Act 
to which we refer is section 27, which runs as follows :— 

**(1) Where a partnership entered into for a fixed term is continued 
after the term has expired, and without any express new agreement, the 
rights and duties of the partners remain the same as they were at the 
expiration of the term, so far as is consistent with the incidents of a part- 
nership at will. 

**(2) A continuance of the business by the partners, or such of them as 

habitually acted therein during the term, without any settlement or liqui- 
dation of the partnership affairs, is presumed to be a continuance of the 
partnership.”’ 
Assuming that the Act applies at all, it is clear that the decision 
should have been based, primarily, upon this section, both parts 
of which are applicable. It is true that the section is merely 
declaratory of what was supposed to be the existing law, especi- 
ally as expounded by the House of Lords in the case of Neilson 
v. DMossend Iron Co, (1885-86, 11 App. Cas. 298), as, indeed, we 
pointed out in one of a series of articles upon this Act (ante, 
vol. 35, pp. 50, 51); but where we have the authoritative expo- 
sition of the Legislature the judges are constantly reminding us 
that previous decisions must be regarded merely as guides for 
applying the principle enunciated by statute to the facts of the 
particular case. Here, for no apparent reason, the Act, which 
after all is a useful one and should not be left in obscurity, was 
not even mentioned, while the judgment of Sriruine, J., was 
based entirely on the law laid down by previous decisions, 
Perhaps a correspondent may furnish us with some explanation. 
So far as the decision itself is concerned we do not suggest that 
the learned judge, if his attention had been drawn to the 
statute, would have come to a different conclusion, but we think 
it probable that his judgment would have been differently 
framed. The only conclusion we can draw is that the diligence 
of the Legislature in promulgating laws is beginning to outrun 
the diligence of those whose duty it is to master them. 





In tHE cAsE of Ooregum Gold Mining Co. of India v. Roper 
(reported elsewhere) the House of Lords have upheld the doc- 
trine established by Re Almada and Tirito Co. (36 W. R. 592, 38 
Ch. D. 415), that a company cannot issue shares at a discount so 
as to protect the holders from liability to pay the full nominal 
value in the event of a winding up. Primarily the matter is 
governed by section 38 of the Companies Act, 1862, which 
enacts that, in the event of a company being wound up, the 
members are liable to contribute an amount sufficient for the 
payment of all debts and liabilities, with the qualification that, 
when the company is limited by shares, no contribution is to be 
required exceeding the amount unpaid on the shares. Up to 
such amount, then, it follows that the holder of the shares is 
liable, and this statutory liability cannot be affected by any 
arrangement between the company and the Shareholders such as 
that implied in the issue of shares at a discount: Re Addlestone 
Linoleum Co, (36 W. R. 227, 37 Ch. D. 191). It has to be con- 
sidered, however, whether any change has been introduced by 
the subsequent enactment of section 25 of the Act of 1867, 
under which every share is to be deemed to have been issued 
“subject to the payment of the whole amount thereof in cash 
unless the same shall have been otherwise determined” by 4 
contract made in writing and filed as in the section required. 
The construction of this enactment is by no means easy. The 
words “the same” seem to refer to “payment of the whole 
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amount thereof in cash,” and if both the payment and the 
particular requirement of payment in cash are left to the parties 
they are of course at liberty to stipulate that the shares shall be 
in part subject to no payment at all. This was the view adopted 
by Currry, J., in Re /nce Hall Rolling Mills Co, (23 Ch. D. 545n.) 
and Re Plaskynaston Tube Co. (23 Ch. D. 542), where he recog- 
nized as valid the issue of £10 shares at a discount of £1 and £2 
respectively, and Lord Hzrscnett seems to have rather leaned 
to it on the present occasion. But obviously the emphatic words 
are the words “‘in cash,” and it seems more reasonable to say 
that the section does not dispense in any degree with the 
necessity for payment, but simply allows a modification of the 
prima facie requisite of payment in cash. Thus in [te Almada 
and Tirtto Co. (supra) Corroy, L.J., said that what the section 
was intended to deal with was the mode of payment, and not 
whether the whole amount should or should not be paid in some 
way or other. In any case, therefore, the whole amount of the 
shares must be paid, though under a registered contract payment 
may be made altogether or partly otherwise than in cash. The 
same construction has now been placed on the section by the 
House of Lords, but it is to be noticed that the decision only 
affects the liability of members in the event of a winding up. 
As between the company and those of its members to whom 
shares have been issued on special terms, the former is bound by 
its own contract, and cannot call up capital which it has agreed 
shall not be called up. This can only be done in a winding up, 
and to the extent necessary to meet the claims of creditors. 





Ir WE Anz correctly informed, there is no fear that the defects 
of the system which regulates the work of the Queen’s Bench 
chambers, to which we called attention last week, will be allowed 
to escape the attention of the judges’ committee. The truth of 
our observations appears to be pretty generally acknowledged, 
and various plans have been suggested with a view to removing 
the principal defect which we pointed out. We had not, in 
fact, fully explained the chaotic results of the existing system. 
There is worse to tell. We made no reference last week to 
district registry chamber work. About one-third of the entire 
work of the Queen’s Bench Division is performed in the district 
registries, the other two-thirds in the Central Office; conse- 
quently our remarks last week applied only to two-thirds of the 
work. Let us therefore consider the question as a whole, and 
see how the present system works in its branches, as well as in 
its stem. To begin with the judges: they do their chamber 
work under very unfavourable conditions. They take it in 
turns to sit in chambers. Day after day the judge in chambers 
has to work his way through a heavy list. The work is done as 
decorously as it can be done under the circumstances, but no one 
can say that the circumstances are favourable either to decorum 
or to sound decisions on questions of procedure. Appeals come 
from the masters on all manner of points, and from the district 
registrars also. Many of them are insufficiently argued, no 
counsel’s fees being allowed unless certified for by the judge. 
Some judges are strong on practice, some are not. It is no dis- 
respect to our learned judges to say this. If practice questions 
were fully argued before any one of them, and his decision 
formally delivered, the latter would necessarily possess greater 
weight than could possibly attach to a decision given in the 
bustle of chamber work after insufficient argument. This fact 
is alone sufficient to account for the variety of decisions given ; 
and interwoven with this uncertainty is the further important 
fact that when the decision has been given it is valueless for the 
direction of subsequent decisions by the masters and district 
registrars because it is unrecorded. 





Brarine tuts latter fact in mind, let us see how it 
operates on the masters and district registrars. So far 
as the masters are concerned, it only tends to confuse them. 
Even if they hear of the judge’s decision the knowledge 
is valueless to them. In the ordinary course of events 
they do not hear of it. But if they are told of it, it is only 
hearsay after all, and they never know the grounds of the 
decision, which generally would be more important than the 
bare result, Being ignorant of the principle on which the 


decision is based, they can never apply it to subsequent points, 


With the district registrars the case is only very slightly dif- 
ferent. They always hear of the decision, because the papers 
are returned to them with the judge’s indorsement thereon. 
But what light of knowledge is to be derived from the words 
“no order,” or “‘ order,” or ‘‘dismissed, defendant’s costs,” or 
such like bare signification of the result? The whole system of 
Queen’s Bench chamber work is defective in this respect. It 
would be difficult to conceive any system better calculated to 
roduce a multiplicity of appeals. One ion is to assimi- 
ate the Queen’s Bench system with that which exists on the 
Chancery side. But even if this were desirable there is a diffi- 
culty in the way. Chancery actions are assigned to particular 
judges, and no one, we imagine, would suggest that this should 
be done with Queen’s Bench actions. It would not be ible. 
Another suggestion is that there should be no judge sitting in 
chambers at all; that the jurisdiction of the masters should be 
enlarged so as to embrace all applications made direct to the 
judge, except those which affect the liberty of the subject ; and 
that all appeals from the masters and district registrars should 
be heard and determined by a judge sitting in open court, with 
appeal from his decision direct to the Court of Ap It is 
urged on behalf of this proposal that after a little time, duri 
which a settled chamber practice would be established by the 
reported decisions of the judge, the number of a would 
decrease enormously. We can quite believe that might be 
so. The suggestion is, at least, well worthy of the consideration 
of the judges’ committee. The only doubt in our mind is 
whether it would be wise to dispense altogether with the 
presence of a judge in chambers to dispose of the applications 
which now go direct to him there. But there can, we imagine, 
be little doubt that if all appeals from the masters and district 
registrars were heard in open court, something approaching a 
definite practice would be quickly established on a number of 
moot points which, under the existing system, simply play the 
part of shuttlecocks between the masters and the judge in 
chambers. 





Our CORRESPONDENT ‘‘M.,” whose letter will be found in 
another column, has undoubtedly put his finger upon the weak 
spot of the judgment in the Sheba Gold Mining Co. v. Trubshawe, 
referred to in our article last week on the subject of claims for 
interest on specially-indorsed writs. The point was intention- 
ally ignored by us, because the main part of the judgment was 
>in overpowering conflict with the one referred to by our 
correspondent. It is true that the court said in that case that 
one ground of its objection to the indorsement was that “no 
definite interest is claimed,’’ but these words are not sufficient to 
overrule the other cases of Rodway v. Lucas (10 Ex. 667) and 
Blood v. Robinson (ante, p. 203), in which a claim for i 
interest was specifically declared to be a proper part of swan 
indorsement, and, indeed, they are not in harmony with other 
parts of the same judgment. The query raised by our corre- 
spondent is completely answered by a case in the Divisional 
Court on Thursday last. We may, perhaps, anticipate the 
reports of that case by giving the particulars for the information 
of our correspondent. e refer to a case of London Provincial 
Bank v. Clancarty, which was heard on the 17th inst. by Denman 
and Sarrn, JJ. It was an appeal from the judge in chambers, 
who had held that in an action on a bill of exchange a claim for 
running et “ at five per cent. from the a of - ba till 

ayment or judgment ” was a proper of a special indorse- 
a and, chavs being no deine, had onterod Enal judgment 
to be entered. Denman, J., in delivering j 
the real question was whether the decision in Sheba Gold Mini 
Co. v. Trubshawe and Ryley v. Masters (ante, p. 329) appli 
to a case on a bill of exchange, and whether Avdiott v. 
(ante, p. 92) applied when accruing:or running interest was 
caclel at an ordinary and reasonable rate. e two first- 
named cases obviously had no application at all. They 
were not claims on bills of exchange. The case before him was, 
and it was clear that section 57 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, entitled the plaintiff to interest as “ liquidated damages.” 
That being so, the claim for accruing interest from the date of 
the writ till pa ent or judgment at five per cent. was a 
claim to be included in ial indorsement, and j t 


a, said that 





similar in their nature but varying in their facts or circumstances. 





under order 14 was rightly ordered by the judge in chambers, 
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It did not follow, however, because a claim for accruing interest 
was indorsed upon a writ issued to recover a debt due on a bill 
of exchange, that therefore the judge was bound to allow the 
whole of the claim, even though it might be specially indorsed 
in form. In Elliott v. Roberts, for example, interest was claimed 
at twenty-five per cent., and the judge disallowed it, as he was 
specially empowered to do by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 
57, sub-section (3), which says ‘‘such interest may, if justice 
require it, be withheld wholly or in part.” The appeal was 
dismissed, with costs. The court, in fact, upheld the dictum of 
Mr. Justice Cave in Blood v. Robinson (ante, p. 203), and the 
effect of this decision will be to confirm the net result of the 
previous cases as stated by us last week, even down to the 
recise terms in which we stated it. Our correspondent will see 
rom the above case that the diclum to which he refers did not 
carry any weight with the Divisional Court. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls 
attention again to the curious decision of Kexewicn, J., in Le 
Outhwaite (40 W. R. 38), and suggests that it may be affected 
by the recent decision of the House of Lords in Hume-Dick v. 
Lopes. In Re Outhwaite trustees were directed to sell and con- 
vert their testator’s real and personal estate and to invest the 
proceeds in “any of the parliamentary stocks or funds of Great 
Britain, or on Government or real or long leasehold securities in 
England or Wales.” ‘There was then a trust for the payment 
of an annuity of £250, and the trustees were directed to set 
apart and invest in any of the investments in which the proceeds 
of sale were authorized to be invested a sum sufficient to pay 
the annuity. The trustees wished to invest this fund in India 
Three and a half per Cent. Stock, a security which, though not 
authorized by the will, is authorized by the Trust Investment 
Act, 1889, and apparently they had power to do this under 
section 3 of the Act unless they were expressly forbidden by 
the will. Accordingly, when we referred to the case on a 
forme: occasion (35 Soricrrors’ Jovrna, 812), we attempted to 
shew that the mere enumeration in the will of ceriain specified 
investments could not be taken as an express prohibition of the 
statutory investments. In fact, however, Kexewicn, J., seems 
to have based his decision upon the ground that the Act did not 
apply to such a trust at all, and that when money has to he set 
aside to meet an annuity the investments named in the will must 
be strictly followed. Surely, however, such money is a trust 
fund in the hands of the trustees, and, in the absence of express 
words of prohibition, there is nothing in the Act to exclude its 
application to such a case. If, however, Kexewicu, J., was 
right, and no investment could be made under the Act, neither 
could any statutory variation of an investment be made, and so 
apparently the decision in /Zume-Dick v. Lopes does not apply. 





Tue Court or AprEAt, on the 11th inst., affirmed the decision 
of the Queen’s Bench Division in the case of Re Nuvyce, pre- 
viously referr-:| to in these columns (ante, p. 179). It must, 
therefore, .ow be regarded as settled law that a county court 
judge has no jurisdiction, under section 132 of the Lunacy Act, 
1890, to make an order transferring stock from the name of a 
lunatic into other names, even in cases where the total value of 
the lunatic’s property is under £200. Such an order can only 
be made, under section 133 of the Act, by the judge in lunacy. 
This decision appears to be unassailable, having regard to the 
language of section 152, which prescribes the powers of a 
county court judge under the Act. 





The will of the late Mr. Samuel Maples, of Nottingham, solicitor, has 
been proved by the two executors, Mr. J. W. McCraith, the deceased’s 
ee and Mr. D. A. Palethorpe, manager of the Nottingham and Notts 

, the net personalty (English and foreign) being £104,910 5s. 8d. 
The testator bequeaths to the Nottingham Hospital, £1,000; to the Not- 
tingham Dispensary, £1,000; to the Nottingham Blind Institute, £1,000; 
to the Nottingham Children’s Hospital, £1,000; to the Solicitors’ Benevo- 
lent Association, £1,000. ‘To the trustees of Levick’s Charity, £3,000, to 


be devoted to the assistance of the charity for the benefit of the inmates. 
To the Nottmgham High School, where he received part of his education, 
when it was called the Free Grammar School, £3,000, to found a Scholar- 
ship or Exhibition, to be called ‘‘ Maples Scholarship,” and he directs that 
in awarding those scholarships preference should be given to boys prepared 
in the modern side of the school. 








APPLICATIONS UNDER THE BANKERS’ BOOKS 


EVIDENCE ACT, 1879. 


A coop deal of uncertainty exists as to the proper method of 
making applications under the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 
1879, s. 7. Although the Act was passed over twelve years ago, 
the practice under section 7 is still somewhat doubtful. It is 
not surprising that it should be so, seeing that no rule of court 
has ever been passed in order to define the procedure. There 
have been cases decided as to jurisdiction under the Act, but the 
authors of practice books have not found in them materials 
sufficient for more than a mere sketchy outline of the mode of 
procedure which ought to be adopted. We will endeavour, as 
far as possible, to clear the subject from doubt, and to define, as 
far as available materials admit of our doing so, the precise 
steps which should be taken in order to give effect to the section 
referred to. 


Section 7 is as follows :— 

On the application of any party to a legal proceeding, a 
court or judge may order that such party be at liberty 
to inspect and take copies of any entries in a banker's 
book for any of the purposes of such proceedings. An 
order under this section may be made either with or 
without summoning the bank or any other party, and 
shall be served on the bank three clear days before the 
same is to be obeyed, unless the court or judge other- 
wise directs. 

The object and scope of the Act, and of the above section 
particularly, were clearly explained by Bacon, V.C., in 2 
Marshfield (34 W. R. 511, 32 Ch. D. 499). The object was to 
relieve bankers from the necessity of appearing as witnesses in 
civil actions and producing their books in court. The first five 
sections provide that duly-verified transcripts of entries in 
bankers’ books shall be evidence in legal proceedings. ‘The 6th 
section exempts bankers from being summoned as witnesses 
except by the special order of a judge. It was necessary, 
however, to go a step further than this, otherwise a person who, 
before the Act, would have heen entitled to compel a banker to 
attend with his books at the trial, would have been placed at a 
disadvantage. With the books in court, and the banker or his 
clerk under examination, he could have obtained evidence as to 
entries on particular dates, or extending over the particular 
period, material to the question before the court. But he could 
not tell beforehand what items would be material, and therefore 
would not be-in a position to specify what copies he might 
require for his case. To meet this difficulty section 7 was added, 
giving a general power to the court to order inspection of the 
bankers’ books, and take copies of any entries therein. The 
terms of the section are very wide, but they must not be 
extended beyond the general scope of the Act. Before it was 
passed a party could issue a subpwna duces tecum to secure the 
production of the books at the trial. This process being abolished 
by the Act and another put in its place, the scope of the Act is 
limited to securing, for the purposes of the trial, whatever evidence 
could previously have been properly obtained for those purposes 
by a subpena duces tecum. 


Application how made.—It will be seen from the above remarks, 
and also from the terms of section 7 (supra), that there is clearly 
jurisdiction to make an order for inspection ex parte. A subpena 
duces tecum issued as of course for attendance at the trial. 
But, on the other hand, the above section goes somewhat 
beyond the process of subpena, and, therefore, a discretionary 
power is reserved as to making the order ez parte. The words 
of the section are: ‘‘ An order for inspection under this section 
may be made either with or without summoning the bank or 
any other party.” In Davies v. White (53 L.J. Q. B. 275) the 
court (Day and Suirn, JJ.) held that in civil proceedings the 
order ought never t0 be made ex parte. But this case may be 
considered to have been overruled on that point, so far as it con- 
tained an absolute prohibition to make the order ex parte. It is 
clearly established by Re Marshfield (suprd) and Arnott v. Hayes 


| (36 W. R. 246, 86 Ch. D. 731) that there is full jurisdiction 


to make it ex parte. At the same time, the Court of Appeal in 
the latter case, while upholding the order made, expressed a 
strong opinion that great caution ought to be exercised as to 
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making ¢x parte orders under the section. Lord Justice Corron 
thought that, ‘‘ under ordinary circumstances, it would be better 
vodbgy person whose account is to be looked at should be 
serv’ hg 


Considering that there is no rule of court to settle the point, 
and that the ruling case decides one thing and advises another, 
it is not surprising that there is a lack of uniformity in the way 
these orders are made. Applications under section 7 are un- 
common in the Chancery Division, and the practice cannot be 
very clearly defined, but since Arnott v. Hayes the chief clerks 
do not usually make orders for inspection of bankers’ books 
ex parte. Inthe Queen’s Bench Division the case is different. 
There the applications are much more numerous, and numbers, 
as applied to any legal process, are in themselves a great 
factor in the creation of practice. The jurisdiction to make the 
order ex parte is freely used on the Queen’s Bench side, though 
the caution administered in Arnott v. Hayes is not by any means 
disregarded. The application is made ex parte, in the first 
instance, to a master in chambers on an affidavit of facts 
stating (1) the nature of the proceedings ; (2) the necessity for the 
inspection and for the copies, shewing that the entries of which 
inspection is sought will be admissible in evidence at the trial 
of the action (see Howard v. Beall, 37 W. R. 555, 23 Q. B. D. 
1); and (3) the period over which it is proposed that the 
inspection should extend (see Arnott v. Hayes, 36 Ch. D., at 
p. 738). 

According to the strict reading of the cases-referred to, it is 
not necessary to have an affidavit at all in support of the appli- 
cation. Indeed in Arnott v. Hayes the order was made at 
chancery chambers ¢x parte, and without any affidavit, and 
Kexewicn, J., held that it was rightly made, and his decision 
was upheld by the Court of Appeal. But although the Court of 
Appeal upheld the order, the three judges all thought that 
greater caution ought to be exercised. Section 7 gives the court 
or judge discretion to make the order ex parte or to require both 
sides to be summoned, There is power, therefore, without 
transgressing the ruling in 4rnott v. Hayes, to insist upon an 
affidavit of facts if the order is applied for ex parte, or in the 
alternative to require the other side to be summoned. The 
practice adopted by the masters appears to be a sound one—viz., 
to grant the order ex parte if the affidavit of facts shews that the 
party applying is clearly within the section and cases in asking 
for the inspection ; or, if there is any doubt about it, to refuse 
the order and direct a summons to issue. 


The terms of the order.—The question whether the order 
ought to be limited, and to what extent, was fully discussed in 
Arnott v. Hayes. The court was of opinion that the judge in 
making the order ought to have this point clearly in his mind. 
Lord Justice Bowen said: ‘‘ The judge should in such a case be 
careful, as far as possible, to limit the order to entries which 
may be wanted.” On the other hand, it was clearly laid down 
that the power of inspection ought not to be so limited as to 
prevent the party applying for it from obtaining the required 
evidence. The order made in that case was limited as follows: 
“As to the said company from the 27th day of October, 1884, 
and as to the said Epwarp Brau. from the 25th day of October, 
1884.” On this authority, therefore, orders made under the 
section usually limit the inspection to a period fixed by the 
court. 


One other point should be mentioned in connection with the 
order—viz., that which was raised in Howard vy. Beall (supra). 
In that case inspection was granted of entries in bankers’ books 
relating to banking accounts kept in the names of persons other 
than the defendant, on the ground that the accounts were, in 
fact, kept on the defendant’s behalf. The defendant appealed 
_ the order, but the Divisional Court dismissed his appeal. 

THEW, J., in delivering judgment, said: ‘On applications of 


this nature it is the duty of the judge to satisfy himself that the. 


entries of which inspection is sought will be admissible in 
evidence at the trial of the action.” That was the sole test 
required to prove the validity of the order, and it is obvious 
that, if third persons were affected by such an order, they would 
have been equally affected under the old system by the produc- 
tion of the bankers’ books at the trial. 


Francis A. Srrincer. 





CONCURRENT PROCEEDINGS IN DIFFERENT 
COUNTRIES. 


Tue practice of the English courts with reference to the stay of 
concurrent proceedings in different countries, to which a recent 
case has called attention, seems to have passed through several 
stages of development. 

1. The most convenient point at which to commence a survey 
of the law upon this subject is prior to the judgments extension 
legislation. ord Dillon vy. Alvares (1798, 4 Ves. jun. 357) may 
be taken as a typical case. Here Lord Tuvrtow, C., overruled 
a plea put in by the defendant that a suit for the same subject- 
matter, by the same plaintiff, was pending in the Court of Chan- 
cery in Ireland. The grounds of Lord Tuvriow’s decision are 
very briefly stated, but seem to have been (1) that the property 
in dispute was situated partly in England and partly in Treland 
and (2) that even if an injunction in Ireland were granted it 
could have no effect in this country. 

2. The Judgments Extension Acts have placed Scotland and 
Ireland practically on the same footing as England in regard to 
concurrent suits. The principle governing such cases was thus 
stated by Jessex, M.R., in McHenry v. Lewis (1882, 22 Ch. D. 
400): “In this country, where the two actions are by the same 
man in courts governed by the same procedure, and where the 
judgments are followed by the same remedies, it is primd facie 
vexatious to bring two actions. . This has been recog- 
nized, I believe, for ages by the practice of the old Court of 
Chancery, which always put a plaintiff to his election by an 
order of course if he was suing for the same cause of action both 
at law and in equity. The same principle applies, it appears to 
me, wherever the judgment can be enforced, and for that reason 
I think that the case of Lord Dillon v. Alvares can no longer be 
relied on. At the time when that case was decided a judgment 
in Ireland could not be enforced in England, nor could a judg- 
ment in England be enforced in Ireland. That is not so now, 
and therefore as between England and Ireland—and the same 
observation applies to Scotland—you have the Queen’s courts, 
which, although not identical, are very similar in procedure and 
you can obtain the same remedies. Therefore it appears to me 
that in all those cases there is primd facie vexation.” “It is 
ngnee all his lordship added, ‘‘ that the same observation might 

e made as regards the Queen’s courts in any other part of the 
world, but that, of course, may be subject to exception as regards 
the nature of the remedy.” Reference to a few recent cases will 
illustrate the modern practice as to the stay of concurrent suits 
in different parts of the United Kingdom or the Empire. 

Tilustrations. (1) A.sued B. in England, claiming rectification 
of a lease of lands in Ireland, and an injunction to restrain B. 
from hunting, shooting, or coursing over the lands in question. 
B. raised an action against A. in Ireland, claiming a similar in- 
junction to that which A. claimed in his English action. A. 
applied for leave to interrogate B. with reference to the rectifica- 
tion of the lease asked for in the English action. The Court of 
Appeal (1884, W. N. 51) reversing the decision of Pearson, J., 
held that A. was entitled to the leave required, and refused to 
stay the English action till the trial of the Irish action, on the 
ground that the two actions were not identical. Although this 
was a case of cross, and not concurrent, actions, it shews the 
extent to which the ratio decidendi of Lord Dillon vy. Alvares is still 
applicable (J/ouston v. Marquis of Sligo, 1884, W.N.29,51). (2) A., 
the wife of B., an officer in the Indian army stationed at Bombay, 
went over to England with his approbation. "Within two months 
after her departure B. commenced proceedings in the Bombay 
courts for dissolution of the marriage, on the ga of adultery 
alleged to have been committed by A. in India. The petition 
was served on A. in England, and two days later she raised a 
suit for the restitution of conjugal rights against B., who was 
then in England on short leave, and was: to start for Bombay 
within a fortnight. The balance of convenience in this case was 
very difficult to adjust. On the one hand (a) the witnesses to 
the alleged adultery were in India; (4) proof of adultery by B. 
as a defence to A.’s suit for the restitution of conjugal rights 
would not enable him to obtain a divorce, while his proceedings 
in India, if successful, would give him complete relief; (c) and 
B. undertook to prosecute his Indian suit with all reasonable 
despateh, and to submit to an immediate decree for the restitu- 
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tion of conjugal rights if he failed in it. Onthe other hand (a) 
A. had come to England with B.’s approbation; (4) she had a 
prima facie right to prosecute her suit here, and thought that she 
would derive some advantage from doing so; and (c) a decree 
by consent for the restitution of conjugal rights would place her 
in a less advantageous position than if she obtained a decree 
adversely, for if she were hereafter able to prove adultery, this, 
if the husband should not obey the decree for restitution, would 
enable her to sue for dissolution on the ground of adultery and 
desertion, which would not be the case if a decree were taken by 
consent, as that would indicate collusion. The Court of Appeal, 
affirming the decision of Sir Cuartes Burt, refused to stay the 
proceedings in the English suit ( Zhorntonv. Thornton, 1886, 11 P.D. 
* 176). (3) B., of London, and M. & C., of British Honduras, carried 
on business in partnership at Hondurasas G. & Co. B. & N. carried 
on business in partnership in London under thesame name. The 
Honduras firm employed the London firm as their agents under 
an agreement by which B.’s share in the profits of the 
Honduras firm was to be brought into account as between the 
two firms to the credit of the English firm. The Honduras 
—? was dissolved, and B. obtained a decree in Hon- 
uras for taking the partnership accounts. Before those 
accounts had been fully taken, M. & C. brought an action in 
England against the London firm for an account of the dealings 
between the two firms, alleging the defendants to have made 
improper profits in their agency. The defendants denied 
having made improper profits, and by counter-claim claimed to 
have the accounts of the Honduras firm taken. Norrn, J., 
ordered the counter-claim to be struck out, but the Court of 
Appeal reversed this decision, upon the undertaking to be 
bound by the proceedings in the Honduras action. The grounds 
of this decision are perfectly clear—(a) there had been no final 
decree in the Honduras action; (4) B. was not raising an inde- 
pendent action in England; (c) the agreement between the two 
firms was so peculiar that the accounts could not be taken 
finally as between the Honduras firm and the English agents 
until the partnership accounts had been so taken as to ascertain 
B.’s share in the partnership profits, which was to form an item 
in the agency accounts (Mutrie v. Binney, 1887, 35 Ch. D. 614). 
3. In the case of concurrent suits im personam one of which 
is brought in a foreign country, where there are different forms 
of procedure and different remedies, there is no presumption 
that the multiplicity of actions is vexatious, and a special case 
must be made out to induce the courts to interfere (McHenry 
v. Lewis, 1882, 22 Ch. D. 397). The. court has, however, 
under its general jurisdiction, power to interfere if such a special 
case is made out to its satisfaction, and Cor v. Mitchell (7 C. B. 
N. 8S. 55), if it is to be considered as inconsistent with this 
statement, is overruled (McHenry v. Lewis, ubi sup.). If (a) the 
parties in two concurrent suits are not identical; or (4) the 
scope of the two suits is different ; or (c) the plaintiff honestly, 
though mistakenly, believes that he will derive from his 
foreign suit some advantage, whether by way of relief or 
in point of expedition, or in ease of execution, not obtain- 
able in England (cf. McHenry v. Lewis, ubi sup.); or (d) 
the defendant has places of business both in England 
and in the country of the foreign forum, and the plaintiff 
thinks that recourse against the defendant both here and 
in the foreign forum is necessary to satisfy his claim 
(Peruvian Guano Co. v. Bockwoldt, 1883, 23 Ch. D., at p. 
230), the court will not interfere. The most recent case of 
interference by an English court of law with proceedings in a 
foreign court instituted concurrently with similar proceedings in 
England is Armstrong v. Armstrong (1892, 8 Times L. R. 339). 
Here A. presented a petition to the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division for divorce from his wife, B., on the ground 
of her alleged adultery with C. OC. disputed the jurisdiction of 
the English courts. Pending a decision upon this plea, A. 
moved an Austrian court at Vienna, in accordance with the 
Austrian law, to call before it and examine various witnesses 
who he thought could give evidence in relation to the issues 
raised in the suit here. Jxunz, J., granted an injunction re- 
straining A. from continuing, or taking any further part in, 
these proceedings, on the grounds that they were (1) vexatious, 
since the evidence, not being taken, or—while C.’s plea to the 
jurisdiction remained undecided—capable of being taken, by 


commission under a letter of request, could not be used at the 
trial here, and (2) injurious to the proper trial of the cause in 
this country: not only were the Austrian proceedings held jp 
public, but the evidence would be published in the newspa 
from day to day, and already some prophetic paragraphists 
given a forecast of what the witnesses would say. 

The modes in which the court exercises its jurisdiction to stay 
concurrent proceedings in different countries are (1) to put the 
party so suing to his election, or (2) without allowing him to 
elect, to stay all proceedings in this country, or (3) to stay all 
proceedings in the foreign country by an injunction personal 
to the plaintiff (cf. The Christiansborg, 1885, 10 P. D., per 
Baacatiay, L.J., at pp. 152-3, and Armstrong v. Armstrong, per 
JEUNE, J., ubi sup., at p. 341). 

The considerations applicable to actions in rem are stated in 
the judgment of Fry, L.J., in The Christiansborg (ubi sup., at p. 
155). The decision of Sir R. Puritmo0re in The Peshawur (1882, 
8 P. D. 32) may be taken as disapproved of. 








REVIEWS. 
LIFE ASSURANCE. 


Tue LAw oF LIFE ASSURANCE: INCLUDING THE FORMATION, Con- 
STITUTION, AND AMALGAMATION OF ASSURANCE COMPANIES, AND 
ASSIGNMENTS AND EQUITABLE LIENS ARISING IN CONNECTION 
with Lire Poricres. By CHARLES JOHN Bunyon, M.A, 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EpITIoN. By THE AUTHOR and J. V. 
VESEY FITZGERALD, Barrister-at-Law. Charles & Edwin 
Layton. 

During the twenty-four years which have elapsed since the publi- 
cation of the last edition of this work the law of life assurance has 
been developed by numerous decisions, and important changes in 
regard to life assurance companies have been introduced by statute. 
There was, therefore, ample scope for recasting the book and bringing 
it up to date, and in the present edition this has been very carefully 
done. In the first chapter will be found an interesting account of 
the old doctrine that a contract of life assurance was to be treated as 
a contract of indemnity only. To this effect was (odsal/ v. Boldero 
(9 East, 72), where the plaintiffs, who were creditors of the younger 
Pitt, had insured his life to secure his debts to them. After his 
death the debts were paid by his executors out of sums voted by 
Parliament, and it was held that the creditors could not recover the 
insurance moneys as well. This was overruled by Dalby v. India and 
London Assurance Co. (15 C. B. 365), which established the modern 
doctrine that the contract must be carried out to the full extent of 
the insurable interest existing at the time when it is made. In this 
latter case an office which had granted a policy on the life of the 
then Duke of Cambridge effected a re-assurance with another office. 
The original policy was surrendered, but the second policy was 
nevertheless kept up. On the death of the duke it was held 
that the first office, although they had suffered no loss, were 
entitled to recover the sum secured by the re-assurance. So far 
the law seems to be in favour of the assured, but this assumes that he 
has at the very beginning of the contract entitled himself to favour. 
The Lord Chancellors of former days used to observe in their self- 
satisfied way that, however it might be on the other side of West- 
minster Hall, people who came into their court must come with clean 
hands. But this was a small matter compared with the physical and 
moral soundness a man must shew to an assurance company; or 
perchance there is anywhere some slight defect he must use the utmost 
good faith in disclosing it. Till quite recently, indeed, the Scotch 
judges cherished the fond delusion that a man who only got drunk 
now and then on occasions of special hilarity might truthfully describe 
himself as temperate, but in Thompson v. Weems (9 App. Cas. 671) the 
House of Lords took a view more befitting the era of Sir Wilfrid 
Lawson and local option. There it a that the insured was 
usually temperate. On one occasion, however, he was taken home 
intoxicated, and once a year he indulged too freely at a convivial 
gathering of the town council. North of the Tweed this was a slight 
matter, and the policy was declared to be good. at were assurance 
companies that they should cast suspicion upon municipal or any 
other potations? But in the severer atmosphere of the House of 
Lords the case was seen under a different aspect. It was held that 
the unfortunate town councillor was not a temperate man, and the 
company went free. It is refreshing to come across a bit of human 
nature in a law book, and other curious instances of how policy- 
holders have offended against the cardinal requirement of wherrima 
Jides are given in the second chapter. But when once the assure 
has made a full confession of all the follies and ailments which are his 





peculiar property, and which may probably tend to shorten his life, 
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the contract 
history is fully discussed in Mr. Bunyon’s work. 


subject of life assurance. 


PUBLIC HEALTH (LONDON) ACT, 1891. m 
Tae PuBLic HEALTH (LonDoN) Act, 1891. 


E. Lewis Tuomas, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Knight & Co. 


The new Public Health Act for London is not exactly an ex- 
hilarating subject to write upon, and we trust that the various authors 
who have appropriated it will reap the reward of a large circulation. 
Among these Mr. Thomas is certainly not the least deserving. The 
greater part of his labour has been devoted to the compiling of the 
notes which are appended to the different sections, and these deal fully 
with all points requiring explanation. Hardly less important, if we 
may say so with due deference to the author, is the index which has 
been prepared by Mr. Ernest Gardner, and which forms a remarkably 
complete guide to the provisions of the Act. In other respects also 
Mr. Lewis has been careful to provide for the wants of his readers. 
A neatly arranged table at the beginning of the book shews at a 
glance the repealed enactments to which the sections of the present 
Act correspond, and also the equivalent sections of the Public Health 
Act, 1875; and the appendix, besides giving numerous statutes and 
other matter, includes the regulations of the Local Government 
Board as to medical officers of health and the model bye-laws of the 
board for lodging-houses. If the numerous persons charged with a 
share in the execution of the Act will equip themselves with discretion 
and with Mr. Thomas’s book the wisdom of the Legislature will have 
a fair chance of producing sound practical results. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law List for 1892. Comprising the Judges and Officers of the 
different Courts of Justice, Counsel, Special Pleaders, Conveyancers, 
Solicitors, Proctors, Notaries, &c., in England and Wales, the Circuits, 
Judges, Treasurers, Registrars, and High Bailiffs of the County 
Courts, Metropolitan and Stipendiary Magistrates, Official Receivers 
under the Bankruptcy Act, &c. By J. 8. PurcE11, C.B., Controller 
of Stamps and Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies. Stevens & Sons 
The Statutory Law relating to Trustee Savings Banks (1863-1891). 
Together with the Treasury Regulations (1888-1889) and the Scheme 
for the Appointment of the Inspection Committee of Trustee Savings 
Banks. By Urquuart A. Forbes, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

Partnership and Companies. A Manual of Practical Law. By 
Percy F. WHEELER, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Adam & 
Charles Black. 

The Joint-Stock Companies Practical Guide. 
and CLARENDON G. Hype, Barristers-at-Law. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

A Summary of the Law and Practice in Admiralty. By T. 
cama SmitTH, Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Stevens & 

ynes. 

A Handy Book on the Law of Banker and Customer. By JAMEs 
Watrer SmirH, B.A. Oxon., LL.D. Lond., Barrister-at-Law. 
Twenty-second Thousand. Effingham, Wilson & Co. 

Hints as to Advising on Title and Practical Suggestions for Per- 
using and Analyzing Abstracts. With an Outline of the Law relating 
to Title to Land and Tables of Stamp Duties since 1815. By WILLIAM 
Henry Gover, LL.B. Lond., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

An Exposition of English Law by English Judges. Compiled for 
the use of Layman and Lawyer from the most Recent Decisions 
(1886-1891). By Joun ALEXANDER NEALE, D.C.L. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 


By HENRY HuRRELL 
Fourth Edition. 


_ The remains of the late Mr. G. B. Gregory were interred on the 10th 
inst. in the burial-ground adjoining Hurst Green Church, Sussex. A 
memorial service was held in the morning in the chapel of the Foundling 
Hospital, London, of which Mr. Gregory was solicitor and treasurer, and 
in the residence adjoining which he passed away. The coffin was con- 
veyed to Etchingham Station on the South-Eastern Railway on Wed- 
nesday night by rail, and was then transported to the Hurst Green 
Church in the ancient fashion—namely, by a wagon and four horses, with 
attendants ing lanterns. The remains rested in the chancel during 
Wednesday night. At the service held there was a large congregation, 
including two sons, Mr. George Gregory and Mr. Roger Gregory, repre- 
Sentatives of the firm of solicitors with which Mr. Gregory was formerly 


into the domain of pure law, and its subsequent 
is we can recom- 
mend as a safe and accurate guide in all matters connected with the 


WITH FULL EXPLANaA- 
tory NoTEs, COMPARATIVE TABLES OF SECTIONS OF REPEALED 
AcTs AND ExistrinG ENACTMENTS, AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE 
ENACTMENTS APPLIED AND THE ORDERS AND MODEL BYE-LAWS OF 
THE LocaAL GOVERNMENT BOARD, AND A Copious INDEX. By 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAW’S DELAY IN FRANCE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—People in this country are constantly exclaiming against the 
dilatory nature of the proceedings in the English courts, but as far as 
our experience goes, they are much more speedy than those of the 
French courts, and for the benefit of your readers we desire to state 
what has happened to us in a case in which we have recently been 
successful, and which will exemplify the truth of our statement. 

On the 12th of May, 1884, we obtained a judgment in the High 
Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division, against defendants both 
resident and carrying on business in Paris, for the sum of £1,656 debt 
and £8 8s. 5d. taxed costs. The debt wasin respect of the balance due 
to us on a taxed bill of costs for conducting a patent action in which 
our clients, the defendants, had been eaassiadel. 

We immediately thereafter commenced proceedings before the 
Civil Tribunal of the Department of the Seine against both the said 
defendants for the purpose of having this of ign. poner rendered execu- 
tory in France. Both defendants appeared and ccntested our claim, 
but on the 30th of March, 1886, the First Chamber of the Civil 
Tribunal of the Seine gave judgment in our favour, declaring the 
judgment executory in France, and also declaring that there was no 
necessity to pronounce a new condemnation against the defendants, a 
condemnation which we had asked for in the alternative because the 
English judgment was silent as to the solidarity and interest. Such 
judgment was not, however, declared executory notwithstanding 
appeal, and the defendants appealed against it, but their appeal was 
dismissed by the First Chamber of the Paris Court of Appeal on the 
17th of February, 1888. 

We were not able to draw up and notify the judgment until the 
month of April, 1888, when we sought to execute it against one 
defendant, H., alone, the other (a company) having no visible assets, 
demanding payment of the principal and costs, and interest at four 
per cent. from the 12th of May, 1884. H. then offered to pay half 
the amount of the debt and costs without interest, on the Pio | that 
the English judgment was against two defendants and there was no 
declaration therein of solidarity or any condemnation to pay interest, 
— or, in other words, that as the defendants were not express] - 
demned by the English or French judgment jointly and vem, “i or 
to pay interest by French law, he, H., was only liable to pay half the 
debt, and was not liable for interest. We refused the offer and cited 
H. before the civil tribunal to have it declared that his offer was null 
as being insufficient. 

The case was heard before the First Chamber of the Civil Tribunal 
of the Seine on the 10th of May, 1889, where we again succeeded, and 
H.’s offer was declared null “Y Ree Sot wile all and we obtained 
authority to execute the English j ent wit its consequences 
against i. alone, and this cfubinatiadinns any ee H. in the 
meantime paid into the ‘‘ Caisse des Depéts et Consignations” (a 
Government establishment) half the amount of the debt and costs. 
He then appealed to the Court of Appeal, and before we could execute 
the judgment H., who had obtained —_ leave to advance the 
hearing of his appeal, obtained a decree from the Fourth Chamber of 
the Paris Court of Ap on the 7th of June, 1889, reversing the 
decision of the Civil Tribunal of the 10th of May, 1889, and also 
obtained a decree that the offer was sufficient, and further execution 
of the English judgment was stayed; and this notwithstanding that 
we had obtained certificates from both the Attorney- and Solicitor- 
‘General and another English barrister to the effect that English 
judgments against two or more persons are enforceable against each 
defendant for the full amount of the judgment and bear interest at 
four per cent., and we contended that as this judgment was obtained 
in England and rendered executory in France it should be construed, 
not by the law of France, but by the law of England, where the 
judgment was obtained, and should be executed with all its legal 
consequences. 

In July, 1889, we appealed to the Court of Cassation against this 
decree of the Court of Appeal, and on the 9th of February, 1892, the 
Court of Cassation, which consisted of the president and sixteen 
judges, quashed the decree of the Court of Appeal of the 7th of 
une, 1889, and declared that the judgment should be construed 
according to English law with all its legal consequences, and not 
according to French law, and sent the case before the Court of Appeal 
at Amiens to be reheard. 

These p i have created great interest in France, as they 
settle the important question that judgments obtained in England 
against French subjects are enforceable in France according to 








the principles of English law and with all their legal consequences, 
in cases where the French subject has submitted to the juris- 
diction of the English court, and 
consequences of the English judgment are revealed to the French 
court which is asked to render executory the English judgment. 


provided that all the legal 








Connected, and many of the gentry of the surrounding district. The 


Service was choral, 


It will be seen from the above narrative that it has taken us nearly 
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eight years to enforce our judgment, and the case has.not even yet 
terminated. 

It is, however, right to mention that had the English judgment 
been less laconic in its terms, and had it, like the judgments of 
France and of other Continental countries, expressed on its face the 
legal consequences of the condemnation it pronounced, we should 
have escaped the second and third phases of this long litigation. 

MIcHAEL ABRAHAMS, Sons, & Co. 

8, Old Jewry, London, E.C., March 10. 


INCOME TAX. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—-In connection with a claim for exemption from, and abatement 
of, tax, in which the annual value of a tenement occupied by the 
claimant is an important item, I have been referred by the Board of 
Inland Revenue to 5 & 6 Vict. ec. 35, s. 167, as defining the measure 
of that value ; but the section is so obscure that I should be glad to 
learn the construction put upon it by readers who may have had to 
apply it. 

In the same claim questions have arisen which seem uncovered by 
authority :—1. May land tax claimed on the demand note for property 
tax under Schedule A. in respect of a tenement as charged on that 
tenement, be set off in reduction of the assessment to property tax of 
the same tenement? 2. Why cheques for dividends payable at the 
Chancery Pay Office do not and should not shew the amount deducted 
for tax, or the officials at that office issue with the cheques Inland 
Revenue Form No. 188, properly filled up ? 

Your readers may know that the footnote of the form states that 
it is supplied for the purpose of being filled up by the party deducting 
the tax. A 

March 15. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—We have had submitted to us lately so many applications for 
back duty made by surveyors of taxes, both to persons whom they 
assert have not paid sufficient income tax in the past, and to executors 
for income tax which the testator may have omitted to pay, that we 
feel assured that these officials must have received special instructions 
from Somerset House to make these demands. Will you, therefore, 
kindly allow us to state, for the benefit of your readers, what has been 
the result of our experience in the matter ? 

First, in the case of persons still living, no claim for unpaid income 
tax can be made by a surveyor of taxes after the expiration of the year 
which follows the year of assessment to which the income tax refers. 
For instance, after the 5th of April in any given year no claim for 
back duty can be enforced for any time previous to the 5th of April 
of the preceding year. 

Secondly, in the case of executors, no claim can be made for duty 
upon the deceased person’s unassessed income after four months have 
elapsed since the expiration of the year of assessment. Thus, if any 
person died previously to the 5th of April last, his executors could 
only be called upon up to the 5th of August for back duty, which 
would only be payable for the previous year. 

In every case which we have undertaken to defend against the 
Inland Revenue we have carried the day, although they have 
threatened proceedings and penalties. In one instance we even 
succeeded in making them refund a sum which they had illegally 
obtained. A, CHAPMAN & Co, 

The Income Tax Repayment Agency, 25, Colville-terrace, W. 


CLAIMS FOR INTEREST ON SPECIALLY-INDORSED WRITS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I beg to point out that the article on this subject in last 
week's issue takes no account of the fact that one of the grounds in 
which the indorsements in the recent cases were held to be defective 
was that no definite interest was claimed. It appears to me impos- 
sible that any claim for running interest should be more definite than 
that made in these cases, and the result seems to be that no claim for 
running interest can form part of a special indorsement. This view 
of the decision is supported by the following sentence in the judg- 
ment :—‘‘ We think it clear that ord. 3, r. 6, applies only to the 
case in which the demand which the plaintiff seeks to recover, 
whether or not itis for principal or interest, is a liquidated demand.” 
This sentence seems to negative the contention in your former article 
on the subject (page 122), that the words “ liquidated demand” in 
ord. 3, r. 6, may include interest up to the date of the writ, and 
that the further words “‘ with or without interest,” are available to 
cover the running interest from the date of the writ to the date of 
payment or judgment. 


[ think the profession will be glad to have some further light 
thrown on the subject. M. 

March 17. 

[See “ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8. J.) 








March 19, 1892. 








THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Various communications have been made to me in reference to 
this registry, but for several months I have refrained from taking part 
in any public discussion for reasons which will be appreciated by 
those who are aware that a committee is still sitting, of which I amr 
member. I had hoped that after the publication of the new rules ang 
forms I should feel myself at liberty to issue the manual, which has 
long been more or less ready for the press, but inasmuch as my little 
book contains some dissertations on the system, and as the new form 
of registration largely supersedes the old practiee, all reasons combine 
to make it expedient to see how such practice works before adapting 
my volume to the altered circumstances. 

I have my own opinion upon several points, and perhaps few 
persons have had equal occasion to study the Acts and search the 
authorities as to what Gocuments are or are not registrable, and the 
effect of registration or otherwise. I shall, however, be entitled to 
comment much more freely on the system at a later period than at the 
present time. 

I am sure you will enable me, through the press, to answer the 
many inquiries which are being made on the subject. 

Francis K. Munton, 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., March 15. 


Re OWTHWAITE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to your remarks (35 SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 812) 
upon the decision of Kekewich, J., in this case, seeing that now the 
decision in Lopes v. Hume-Dick has been affirmed by the House of 
Lords (ante, p. 324), does it not follow that Re Owthwaite may be 
treated as overruled ?—as, if the trustees in the latter case have power 
to vary the investments for freehold securities in Wilts, would they 
not similarly have had power to vary by investing in the proposed 
India Three and a Half per Cents. in the former ? 

I notice (ante, p. 304) that Re Dick is incorporated in the Trusts 
Bill; but surely, if Re Owthwaite is still binding, some provision 
should be made in that Bill to remove its effect, as it purports to do 
with Le Jeffery 7 T. W. SMITH. 

St. Helen’s-chambers, 34, Bishopsgate-street Within, 

London, E.C., March 12. 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. 8. J.] 





ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 
[Vo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—The Form 25 originating summons in the Appendix L. to the 
Rules of the Supreme Court seems to me to require an addition to the 
footnote. 

The respondent is directed to appear before the judge in chambers, 
but nothing is said about his having first to enter an appearance at the 
Central Office, without having done which he cannot be heard. 

Inconvenience and delay frequently arise owing to this defect. 

ARTHUR E. GRIFFITHS. 

5, Bedford-row, Holborn, London, W.C., March 16. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


OOREGUM GOLD MINING CO. ». ROPER; WALLCOCK +. ROPER— 
14th March. 


Company—Issve or Snares at A Discount—Recisterep Contract—U tra 
virEs—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 88. 7, 8, 12, 38—Com- 
panties Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), s. 25. 

‘These consolidated appeals practically involved the consideration whether 
Re Almada and Tirito Co. (36 W. R. 593, 38 Ch. D. 415) and Re Addlestone 
Linoleum Co. (36 W. R. 227, 37 Ch. D. 191) were rightly decided by the 
Court of Appeal, and raised the question as to the right of a limited com- 

ny to issue shares ata discount. ‘The company was incorporated in Octo- 

sr, 1880, for working gold mines in Mysore, and by the memorandum 
of association it was provided that the capital of the company should con- 
sist of £125,000, divided into 125,000 shares of £1 each. The capital was 
taken up, 40,000 of the shares being allotted to the vendors of the-com- 
pany. After various legal proceedings it was eventually resolved at an 
extraordinary general meeting to increase the capital by the issue of 

120,000 preference shares of £1 each, to be credited in the capital and 

books of the company as having the sum of 15s. per share paid thereon, 

such preference shares having the right to a non-cumulative preference 
dividend up to ten per cent. on the nominal amount and to equal partici- 
pation with the ordinary shares in further profits. The special resd- 
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lution so passed was duly confirmed. Upwards of 100,000 of these 
preference shares were allotted, with 15s. credited as paid thereon. Prior 
to the actual allotment an agreement was entered into between the com- 
pany, of the one part, and an agent or trustee for the several persons 
whose names were entered in the schedule thereto, of the other part, 
whereby, after reciting the agreement to issue the shares at a discount of 
15s. per share, and that 1s. had been paid on allotment, it’ was Agreed that 
the shares to be allotted should be held as shares on which 16s. per share 
had been paid, and should be subject and liable to further payment of 4s. 
per share, and no more, and the company thereby undertook to cause the 
agreement to be registered at the Joint-Stock Companies Registration 
Office, pursuant to the Companies Act, 1867, before the issue of the shares. 
The agreement was duly filed accordingly. 
spondent, George Roper, purchased on the Stock Exchange and paid for 
ten fully paid-up ordinary shares in the company. On the 15th of July 
following he commenced this action, to have it declared that the issue by 
the company of the 120,000 preferred shares, at a discount of 15s. per 
share, was ultra vires. The question was argued in July last. 
Lord Hatssury, C.—The question in this case has been more or less in 
debate since 1883, when Chitty, J., decided that a company limited by 
shares was not prohibited by law from issuing its shares at a discount. 
That decision was overruled, though in a different case, by the Court of 
Appeal in 1888, and it has now come to your lordships for final deter- 
mination. The whole structure of a limited company owes its existence 
to the Act of Parliament, and it is to the Act of Parliament one must 
refer to see what are its powers, and within what limits it is free to act. 
Now, confining myself for the moment to the Act of 1862, it makes one 
of the conditions of the limitation of liability that the memorandum of 
association shall contain the amount of capital with which the company 
proposes to be registered, divided into shares of a certain fixed amount. 
It seems to me that the system thus created, by which the shareholder's 
liability is to be limited by the amount unpaid upon his shares, renders 
it impossible for the company to depart from that requirement and by any 
expedient to arrange with their shareholders that they shall not be liable 
for the amount unpaid on the shares, although the amount of those shares 
has been, in accordance with the Act of Parliament, fixed at a certain 
sum of money. It is manifest that if the company could do so the pro- 
vision in question would operate nothing. Im the argument it has been 
sought to draw a distinction between the nominal capital and the capital 
which is assumed to be the real capital. I can find no authority for such a 
distinction. The capital is fixed and certain, and every creditor of the 
company is entitled to look to that capital as his security. It may be that 
such limitations on the power of a company to manage its own affairs may 
occasionally be inconvenient, and prevent its obtaining money for the pur- 
poses of its trading on terms so favourable as it could do if it were more 
free to act. But, speaking for myself, I recognize the wisdom of enforc- 
ing on a company the disclosure of what its real capital is, and not per- 
nitting a statement of its affairs to be such as may mislead and deceive 
those who are either about to become its shareholders or about to give it 
credit. I think, with Fry, L.J.,in Re Almada and Tirito Co. (38 Ch. D. 
415), that the question which your lordships have to solve is one which 
may be answered by reference to an inquiry, What is the nature of an 
agreement to take a share in a limited company? and that that question 
may be answered by saying that it is an agreement to become liable to 
pay to the company the amount for which the share has been created. 
That agreement 1s one which the company itself has no authority to alter 
or qualify, and I am, therefore, of opinion that, treating the question as 
unaffected by the Act of 1867, the company were prohibited by law, 
upon the principle laid down in Ashbury Co. v. Riche (L. R. 7 H. L. 653 
from doing that which is compendiously described as issuing shares at a 
discount. The question remains whether section 25 of the Act of 1867 has 
made any difference in the matter now under discussion. That section 
prescribes that every share in any company shall be deemed and taken to 
have been issued, and to be held subject to the payment of the whole 
amount thereof in cash, unless the same shall have been otherwise deter- 
mined by contract duly made ip writing, and filed with the registrar of 
joint-stock companies at or before the issue of such shares. Two things 
are manifest in this provision. The share is to be held subject to pay- 
ment, and the payment is to be in cash. The amount is to be paid, and 
the whole amount to be paid, in cash, and to me it appears that under the 
latter part of the section, whereby a contract made and filed may qualify 
and cut down the form of payment, and that it may be in goods or in value 
received in some form, instead of in cash, there must nevertheless be pay- 
ment. I regret that the words ‘‘ in cash ’’ have received a judicial exposition 
which allows payment otherwise than in cash, and I hold myself free, if the 
question should ever come before your lordships, to consider the propriety 
of that decision. But for my present purpose it is enough to say that there is 
nothing in the section which justifies the notion that that which the statute re- 
quired to be paid in cash, subject to qualification as to mode of payment, 
should not bemade at all. The provisions of section 25 were probably to put a 
stop to such transactions as had become the subject of judicial animadver- 


whilst he thought it ought to be declared that the agreement between the 
company and those to whom the preference shares were allotted was 
ineffectual to absolve them from the liability prescribed by the 38th section 
of the Act of 1862, he should have thought, had the point been insisted 
upon, that it ought also to be declared that the company are not entitled 
to call upon such shareholders for any further payment beyond that agreed 
upon, except in the case of a winding up, and then only so far as nec 

| for the discharge of the obligations of the company and the costs of the 
| winding up.—CovnseL, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Rigby, 
| Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Mulligan. Soxrcrrors, 
| Snell, Son, & Greenip ; Batten, Proffitt, § Scott. 


Reported by C. H. Grarron, Barrister-at-Law. 


In February, 1889, the re- | 


Court of Appeal. 
Re NOYCE—No. 1, 11th March. 

County Court—Lvcnatic—Power or County Court JupGe to MAKE VEsT- 
InG Oxprer or Srock—Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 132, 
133. 

This was an appeal by Frederick Edward Hilleary, the clerk to the 
guardians of the West Ham Union, from the judgment of Mathew and 
A. L. Smith, JJ. (40 W. R. 110; 1892, 1 Q. B. 97). A pauper lanatic, named 
Jane Noyce, had a sum of £157 £2 15s. per cent. Consolidated Annuities 
standing in her name in the books of the Bank of England. The learned 
judge of the Bow County Court made an order directing that the secretary, 
deputy-secretary, or accountant-general for the time being of the Bank 
of England should transfer this sum into the name of Frederick Edward 
Hilleary, and should pay to him the dividends as they became due. On 
appeal to the Divisional Court, Mathew and A. L.. Smith, JJ., held that 
the county court judge had no power te make this order, the court being 
of opinion that section 132 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, which gives power to 
county court judges to make certain orders with regard to ihe property of 
lunatics, of less value than £200, did not apply to cases of stocks, which 
could only be transferred by means of a vesting order: and the court 
further held that a vesting order could not have been made by the county 
court judge, for by section 133 a vesting order must be made by a judge 
exercising jurisdiction in lunacy. The clerk to the guardians appealed 
from the judgment of the Divisional Court. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lopes, L.J.J.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R.—The question in this case is, whether certain stock 
standing in the name of a pauper lunatic in the books of the Bank of 
England is to be dealt with under section 132 or section 133 of the Lunacy 
Act, 1890. If stock can be dealt with under section 132, it can only be 
done by holding that stock comes within the general words ** real and 
personal property,’’ because that section contains no specific words relating 
to stock. It would be difficult, in my opinion, to bring stock within these 
general words, but I will assume that it is so. The next section (section 
133) is headed ‘‘ vesting orders,’’ and contains specific words dealing with 
stock and vesting orders. This section says that where stock is standing 
in the name of a lunatic the judge may order some fit person to transfer 
the stock in such manner as the judge directs. The word ‘‘ judge”’ in 


|; section 133 cannot refer to a county court judge, because the previous 


section is headed, ‘‘ powers of county court judge,’’ therefore it must 
mean a judge of the High Court dealing with lunacy. We cannot take 
stock out of this specific enactment and introduce it into the general 
words in another section. 

Fry, L.J.—Section 133 is intended to deal with stock im all cases, what- 
ever the amount may be, therefore the general words in another part of 
the Act cannot be taken to refer to stock. There is a necessity for dealing 
in a particular manner with stocks of this character. The bank may 
naturally require the investment authorizing the transfer to be specific 
in its character. 

Lopes, L.J., concurred. Appeal 
Morten; Latham, Q.C., and Howard Wright. 
Williams ; Hilleary. 

{Reported by F. O, Ropixsox, Barrister-at-Law.’ 


WARBURTON v. HUDDERSFIELD INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY—No. 2, 
10th March. 


InpustriaL Socrery—App ication or Prorrrs—‘‘ ANY LAWrvL Purposs *— 
ConTRIBUTION IN AID OF A StRikE—INpvusTRIAL AND Provipent Socrerres 
Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 45), s. 12, sun-sreTron 7. 


This was an ap from a decision of the Queen's Bench Division, the 
question being whether the application of a portion of the profits of the 
defendant society was an application to a ‘‘ lawful purpose’’ within the 
meaning of a rule of the society read with the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1876. Rule 2 of the society declared the objects of the 


dismissed.—Counss., Finley, Q.C., and 
Sourerrors, Fyreshjields § 





sion in Pellatt’s case (15 W. R. 618, L. R. 2 Ch. 527), Elkington’s case (15 
W. R. 665, L. R. 2 Ch. 511), also Fothergill’s case (21 W. R. 301, L. R. 8 
Ch. 270) and Dent's case (L. R. 8 Ch. 768). I should have been prepared to 
take this view if the matter were not covered by authority. But it seems 
to me that, although not directly in point, the principle laid down by 
your lordships’ House in 7'revor v. Whitworth (86 W. R. 145, 12 App. 
Cas. 409) would render it extremely difficult to so read the sections to 
which I have referred as to justify the appellants’ contention. Under 
these circumstances it seems to me impossible to arrive at any other con- 
clusion than that this appeal must be dismissed, with costs. 

Lords Watson, Herscue.i, Macnacuren, and Morrisconcurred ; but it 
should ge pointed out that Lord Herschell, in his judgment, stated that 





society to be ‘‘ to carry on the trades of general dealers, both wholesale and 
retail ; also of manufacturers, farmers, and workers of mines and minerals ; 
‘ and to do any other thing permitted by the Industrial and Provi- 
dent mays ~. 90 fl Rule 10 provided: * bar co _— of all 
business carried on by this society, after paying or providing for the e Ses 
of management, interest on ed the hn te reduction in the value of fixed 
stock, and for such interest upon the subscribed capital thereof as afore~ 
said, shall from time to time be applied, by direction of the ordinary 
quarterly meeting, either to increase the capital, reserve fund, or business 
of the society, or to any lawful purpose, and the remainder, less any grant 
that may be made for educational purposes at any general meeting, shall 
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be divided among the members of the society in proportion to the amounts 
of their purchases at the stores during the half-year, and if not claimed 
within fourteen days after the above-mentioned meeting shall be added to 
the share capital.”” The Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1876, 
provides (section 9) that the rules of the society shall contain pro- 
visions in respect of, inter alia, the ‘‘ mode of application of profits,’’ and 
section 12 enacts that ‘‘ the profits of the society may be applied to any 
lawful purpose.”” The society having made a grant of £20 towards the 
funds of a local strike, the plaintiff brought the present action to restrain 
such application of moneys, and the county court judge gave judgment 
against the defendants. The Divisional Court (Mathew and A. L. Smith, 
JJ.) affirmed that judgment, whereupon the defendants brought the 
present appeal. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Herscuett and Lrypiey and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Herscuett said the question turned on rule 10 of the society read 
in the light of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1876, by which 
this society was regulated, and previous Acts. The society had applied its 
moneys towards a strike, and the question was, Wasthat lawful? Section 
12 of the Act provided that profits might be applied ‘‘to any lawful 
p ,”” and the court was asked to say that the expression in the Act of 
Parliament might bear a different construction from what it bore in the 
rules of the society. Of course a society might say that a majority of its 
members should be able to devote its moneys ‘‘to any lawful purpose,” 
but dealing with rule 10 it was found that the words did not stand alone as 
they did in the statute. In the rule “lawful purpose,’”’ of course, would 
cover every specified purpose that had preceded, but his lordship thought 
the words were restricted so far as to mean only ‘‘ lawful purpose of the 
society ’’; and that view was specially supported by what came just after, 
namely, ‘‘less any grant for educational purposes,” it being clear that 
“educational purposes ”’ were excluded from being covered by the previous 
‘fany lawful purpose,’’ and, being so excluded, the latter expression 
narrowed down the comprehension of the former, which must be confined 
to ‘‘ lawful purposes of the society.’’ That being so, the appeal must be 
dismissed. 

Lixoxgy, L.J., concurred. Upon the rule as it stood alone, there was 
but little difficulty in determining the question, but both the Act and the 
rule must be looked at. The Act said the rules were to prescribe the 
** mode of application ’’ of the profits, and then went on to say that ‘‘ the 
profits of the society might be applied to any lawful purpose,’’ which must 
surely mean any lawful purpose not inconsistent with the rules. Then 
came the rules, especially rule 10, and, looking at the context of the 
words “‘ any lawful purpose ’’ there, they could not mean any lawful purpose 
under the sun, and must be restricted as Lord Herschell had construed 
them. 

Kay, L.J., also concurred. He gave no opinion as to what the extent of 
the words ‘‘ any lawful purpose ’’ in section 12 of the Act might be, nor as 
to whether, when the Act required the ‘‘mode” of application of the 
profits to be provided for in the rules, it included in the word ‘‘ mode” 
the purposes to which the profits were to be applied ; but as to the mean- 
ing of “ any lawful purpose ’’ in rule 10 his lordship agreed with the view 
of the other members of the court.—CowunseL, Cohen, Q.C., and E. Ford ; 
R. O. B. Lane, Q.C., and Bunting. Soxictrors, Learoyd, James, & Mellor, for 
Learoyd & Co., Huddersfield. 


‘Reported by Aetuve Lawzence, Barrister-at-Law. 


RUSSELL +. RUSSELL—No. 2, 16th March. 
Drvorce—Costs—Soric1ron—Wirer’s stir—Bonp ny Husnanp to Wire's 

Soticitor—ApPiLicaTion gy Souicirok To ENronce Bonp—Dtscretion or 

Jcpaxz or Divorce Covet—Arrrat—Drvonrce Act, 1857, s. 51—Jupica- 

TURE Act, 1873, s. 49—Apre.iate Jcnispiction Act, 1876, s. 20. 

Appeal by the wife, the petitioner in a divorce suit, from an order of the 
President of the Divorce Division refusing her her costs to the extent of 
a bond given by her husband, the respondent in the suit, to her solicitors, 
in the usual course of practice in the Divorce Division. On the 3rd of 
July, 1891, an order was made by the Divorce Court that the husband 
should give a bond to the solicitors of the wife for £350, being the esti- 
mated amount of the wife’s costs of and incidental to the hearing of the 
suit. The trial of the suit took place in December, 1891, when the wife's 
petition was dismissed with costs. In February, 1892, the solicitors of the 
wife took out 4 summons against the husband for taxation and payment 
of their costs to the extent of the bond. The President of the Divorce 

ivi dismissed the summons, and from such dismissal the present 
appeal was taken. The wife had separate estate, but she was restrained 
from anticipation. Section 51 of the Divorce Act, 1857, enacts as follows : 
“ The court, on the hearing of any suit, proceeding, or petition under this 
Act, and the House of Lords on the hearing of any appeal under this Act, 





may make such order as to costs as to such court or House respectively 
may seem just, provided always that there shall be no appeal on the subject | 
A costs only.”” By section 49 of the Jndicature Act, 1873, ‘‘No order | 
made the High Court of Justice, or any judge thereof, by the consent 
A , OF as to costes only, which by law are left to the discretion | 
of the court, shall be mibject to any appeal, except by leave of | 
the court or judge making such order.” By section 20 of the Appellate | 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876, ‘* Where, by Act of Parliament, it is provided that | 
the decision of any court or judge, the jurisdiction of which court or | 
judge is transferred to the High Court of Justice, is to be final, 
an appeal shall not lie in any such case from the decision of the 
High Court of Justice, or of any judge thereof, to her Majesty's 
Court A Appeal.” ule 154 of the Rules and Regulations of the 
Divorce Court provides (inter alia) that “ after directions given as to 
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the mode of hearing or trial of a cause, or in an earlier stage of a cause 
by order of the judge or of the registrars a wife who is petitioner 
-- may file her bill of costs for taxation as against her husband, and 
the registrar to whom such bill of costs is referred for taxation shall, when 
directions as to the mode of hearing or trial have been given, ascertain 
what is a sufficient sum of money to be paid into the registry, or what is a 
sufficient security to be given by the husband to cover the costs of the 
wife of and incidental to the hearing of the cause; and shall thereupon 
issue an order upon the husband to pay or secure the said sum within a 
time to be fixed by the registrar, provided that, in case the husband should, 
by reason of his wife having separate property, or for other reasons, dis- 
pute her right to recover any costs pending suit against him, the registrar 
may suspend the order to pay the wife’s taxed costs or to pay or secure 
the sum ascertained to be sufficient to cover her costs of and incidental 
to the hearing of the cause for such length of time as shall seem to 
him necessary to enable the husband to obtain the decision of the 
court as to his liability.”’ Rule 159 is as follows :—‘‘ When, on 
the hearing or trial of a cause, the decision of the judge ordinary, or 
the verdict of the jury, is against the wife, no costs of the wife of or 
incidental to such hearing or trial shall be allowed as against the hus- 
band, except such as shall be applied for and ordered to be allowed by 
the judge ordinary at the time of such hearing or trial.’’ Rule 199 provides 
that ‘‘ the bond taken to secure the costs of a wife of and incidental to 
the hearing of a cause shall be filed in the registry of the Court of Probate, 
and shall not be delivered out or be sued upon without the order of the 
court.’? Rule 201 (so far as is material) provides as follows :—‘‘ A wife 
who is unsuccessful in a cause, and who, at the hearing of the cause, has, 
in pursuance of rule 159, obtained an order of the judge ordinary that her 
costs of and incidental to the hearing or trial of the cause shall be allowed 
against her husband to the extent of the sum paid or secured by him to 
cover such costs, may, nevertheless, proceed at once to obtain payment 
of such costs after allowance thereof on taxation.’’ 


Tue Court (Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ) dismissed the appeal. 


Liypiey, L.J., said that the question turned on the construction of 
section 51 of the Divorce Act, 1857; section 49 of the Judicature Act, 
1873; section 20 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876; and on rules 
158, 159, 199, and 201 of the Rules of the Divorce Division. Apart 
altogether from the Judicature Acts, it was enacted by section 51 of the 
Divorce Act, 1857, that there should be no appeal from the Divorce Court 
on the subject of costs only. Doubt was raised by section 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, if there might not be an appeal as to costs only, by 
leave of the judge in the court below. That doubt was removed by section 
20 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876. So far as regarded the Acts of 
Parliament, therefore, it seemed that no appeal lay from the order of the 
President. As to the rules, the important rules were 158, 159, 199, and 
201. Rule 199, under which the bond was given, shewed that the solicitor 
could not enforce the bond without an order of the court. On the dis- 
missal of a wife’s petition the wife’s solicitor usually got his costs, but 
he could not get them without an order for that purpose, and ruie 159 
provided for the making of such an order at the trial; and it seemed 
that such an order might also be made after the trial had taken place. 
Still, the judge had a discretion either to make or to refuse the order: 
Heal v. Heal (L. R. 1 P. & Dz. 300), Butler v. Butler (15 P. D. 32); 
and in the latter case it was decided that no appeal lay. It was 
true that in Robertson v. Robertson (6 P. D. 119) an appeal from an order as 
to costs was entertained. But the reason for this was that the Court of 
Appeal was of opinion that the judge of the Divorce Court had not exer- 
cised his discretion in the particular case, but had followed a rule of 
practice from which he did not feel himself at liberty to depart. In the 
present case the president did not decide against the wife in supposed 
obedience to any rule; he took the view that she could pay, and ought to 
pay, her own solicitor, and that she ought to have nothing from her hus- 
band. The president clearly exercised his discretion on the particular case : 
and, that being so, this court could not review his decision. It had been 
contended on behalf of the solicitor, that as the wife had no separate 
estate, except subject to a restraint on alienation, her solicitor could not 
compel her to pay him, and that under these circumstances the wife’s 
solicitor was entitled to be paid his costs out of money paid into court by 
the husband, or to enforce payment of his bond, unless the solicitor had 
personally by his own conduct disentitled himself from obtaining such 
costs. In support of this contention reference was made to Flower v. 
Flower (L. R. 3 P. & YD. 132), Smith v. Smith (7 P. D. 84), and other cases 
of the same kind, the most recent of which was Hall v. Hall in this court 
(1891, P. 302). But, although unquestionably the court, when determin- 
ing what it ought to do, considered the claims of the wife’s solicitor, and 
what was fair to him, and leaned rather in his favour than against him, 
still the order which the court would make was a matter of discretion. 
The wife’s solicitor had no right to an order giving him costs as against 
the husband ; her solicitor had no independent right 6f his own against 
the husband ; the solicitor, in point of law, claimed through the wife ; and, 
if the court would not give her any costs against her husband, her solicitor 
could get none. This very point was raised and decided in Butler v. Butler. 
Notwithstanding, therefore, the form of the bond (which was given to the 
solicitors and not to the wife), the principle established, both at common 
law andin equity, prevailed in the Divorce Court—namely, that a solicitor 
had no greater rights than his client, to costs from that client’s opponent. 
The appeal, therefore, should be dismissed with costs, as was usual in this 
court, whether the wife could be made to pay them or not. 

Kay, L.J., concurred,—Counser, Sir EL. Clarke, 8.G., and Lewis Coward ; 
Sir Charles Rumell, Q.C., and Bargrave Deane, Sorrscrrons, Lewis & Lewis; 
Vandercom, Hardy, Oatway, & Doulton. 


(Reported by M. J. Bian, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BOWYER’S SETTLED ESTATE—Chitty, J., 15th March. 


Tenant For LirE AND REMAINDERMAN—SALE oF LANDs suBJECT TO BENE- 
pICIAL LEASE—RE-INVESTMENT OF PUuRCHASE-MONEY—APPLICATION OF 
Income—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), 8. 34. 


This was a question arising under section 34 of the Settled Land Act, 
1882. The tenant for life under a testamentary settlement sold, under 
the powers of the Settled Land Act, the reversions in certain leases which 
had thirty-five years to run at the time of sale, the rents being rather 
under £400 a year. The purchase-money was paid to the trustees, and 
re-invested by them, according to the direction of the tenant for life 
under section 22, in the purchase of leaseholds with more than sixty years 
to run as an investment authorized by section 21 (vii.). The rents arising 
from the leaseholds purchased were more than double the rents incident 
to the reversions sold, and the question arose whether or not the tenant for 
life was entitled to the whole of such rents, or whether the provisions of 
section 34 applied so as to give the trustees a discretion to accumulate 
part of such rents. Separate summonses having been taken out by the 
trustees and a remainderman, it was contended as a preliminary objection 
to the latter summons that a remainderman had no /ocus standi to apply 
under section 34, and on the general question it was contended on behalf 
of the tenant for life that section 34 only applied to the purchase-money 
arising from the sale of the reversions, and had no application to the 
re-investment in leaseholds or the income arising therefrom, and, further, 
that the court had no jurisdiction under section 34 unless the purchase- 
money was paid into court. Cottrell v. Cottrell (33 W. R. 361, 28 Ch. D. 
628) was cited. 

Curry, J., said it was clear that section 34applied, and that the trustees 
had a discretion, which they must exercise according to the provisions of 
the section, unless they declined to exercise it altogether, in which case the 
court would act. It had been suggested that, having regard to section 42 pro- 
tecting them from the consequences of inaction, the trustees might decline to 
exercise their discretion, with the result that the court could not interfere in 
the matter. That suggestion could not be accepted. Another argument had 
turned on the words ‘‘as the case may be”’ in section 34, which gives 
“the trustees of the settlement or the court, as the case may be,’’ a voice 
in the application of the purchase-money, and it had been contended on 
behalf of the tenant for life that these words referred only to cases where 
the money had been brought into court, and that where the trustees 
declined to exercise their discretion in cases where the money was not in 
court, the court could not act under section 34. His lordship, however, 
had no doubt that in such a case the court could act. The whole of 
section 34, as partly appeared from the words ‘‘ notwithstanding anything 
in this Act,” was plainly a restriction on the option conferred on the 
tenant for life by section 22, and the words ‘“‘as the case may be’’ gave 
the court a right to deal with the matter on the application ‘of auy person 
interested where the discretion of the trustees was out of the way. In 
cases where the trustees were desirous of exercising their discretion, his 
lordship was not prepared to say the remainderman could apply under 
section 34. In such a case his proper remedy might be by action. In 
the present case the evidence shewed that the trustees had not parted with 
their discretion, and still wished to exercise it. They had asked a ques- 
tion in reference to the mode of exercising it. His lordship could 
only refer them to the Act. If they were doubtful they could leave 
it to the court, but as they wished to exercise their discretion and 
take the risk the court could only tell them what appeared on 
the face of the Act. The following order was made:—*‘ And the 
trustees by their counsel declaring that they have not exercised 
their discretion under section 34, and that they propose to exercise 
it, declare that the trustees in exercising their discretion are bound 
to require the annual produce of the leasehold and other invest- 
ments representing the sale moneys of the reversions to be so invested, 
accumulated, and paid as in their judgment will give to the parties 
interested in the sale moneys the like benefit therefrom as they might 

lawfully have had in the reversions in respect whereof the money was 
paid, or as near thereto as may be.’’ His lordship merely intimating his 
opinion that during the residue of the thirty-five years period the trustees 
ought only to pay the tenant for life the amount produced by the original 
rents, and accumulate residue, but giving no decision on the point.— 
Counsen, Farwell, Q.C., and Benn; Byrne, Q.C., and 7. H. Robertson ; 
ar Sorrcrrors, R. ©. Hanvrott; Frere; Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, § 
Finder, 
[Reported by G. Rownanp Aston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re EDMUND HARTLEY, NUTTALL +. WHITTAKER—North, J., 
11th March. 


Practice—Equrran.e Exroution—Morron ox SumMoNs IN CHAMRERS. 


This was an interlocutory motion for the appointment of a receiver by 
way of equitable execution. It was argued by counsel for the respondents 
that equitable execution ought only to be resorted to when it is shewn 
that nothing can be got by the ordinary methods of fi. fa. or elegit: Man- 
chester and Liverpool District Banking Co, (Limited) v. Parkinson (87 W. R. 
264, 22 Q. B. D. 173). Moreover, by the practice of the Queen's Bench 
Division an application for equitable execution was now required to be 
gaged in chambers, and the practice of the Chancery Division ought to be 

he same, 

Norrnu, J., held that by the practice of this Division it was not im- 
proper for the aor application to be made by motion. It was, how- 


execution made by summons in chambers, the parties taking the risk of 
adjournment into court. As to the right to a receiver, the case cited did 
not apply, as there it was shewn what the property was that could be got 
at in other ways, and here it did not appear that there was any property 
available for seizure in those ways.—CounsEL, Maidlow; Oswald. Soxrct- 
tors, Wynne-Baxter § Keeble ; Douglas Norman § Co. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coorz, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MORRIS v. DE FOBBEL-FLIPO—Stirling, J., 11th March. 


Brit or Sate—Orat AGREEMENT AS TO TERMS OF AGENCY—SUBSEQUENT 
Document—Cuarce 1x Equity on Goops—No ricut To seize Goops— 
Brits or Save Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 13), s. 4—AmenpMENT Act, 
1884 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 48). 

In this case the defendant, De Fobbel-Flipo, who was a manufacturer at 
Roubaix, in France, had employed the plaintiff Morrisas his agentin England 
for the sale of his goods. Afterthe agency had commenced the terms were 
reduced into writing, and were contained in a document in French, dated the 
26th of December, 1890, the translation of which was as follows : ‘‘M. De 
Fobbel-Flipo will supply all the expenses of the London agency which may 
reach the sum of £2,200 sterling per annum, including the rent of the 
agency: and if Mr. Morris is compelled to make advances, either on account 
of general expenses or for any other business, he will be covered and se- 
cured by the stock of goods which shall be in his hands, and which M. De 
Fobbel-Flipo binds himself not to fall below 100,000 francs.’’ The agency 
had been terminated by the defendant, who sought to deprive the plaintiff 
of the goods in his custody at the termination of the agency without 
satisfying his claims in respect of expenses incurred by him as agent. The 
plaintiff brought an action for wrongful dismissal, and moved for an in- 
junction to restrain the defendant from infringing the plaintiffs right 
under the document of the 26th of December, 1890. The point for the 
decision of the court was whether the document was a bill of sale within 
the Bills of Sale Acts. It was contended on the plaintiff’s behalf that as 
the terms of the agency were arranged and agreed before they were 
reduced into writing, the plaintiff could rely on those terms apart from 
the said document. For the defendant it was contended that the document 
in question was a bill of sale within section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, because it was an agreement ‘‘ by which a right in equity to personal 
chattels, or a charge or security thereon, is conferred,’’ and that it was 
consequently void. 

Srieiive, J., said that, the terms of the agency having been reduced into 
writing, the written document was the only evidence of the agreement 
between the plaintiff and defendant: Er parte Parsons (34 W. R. 329, 16 
Q. B. D. 523), Newlove v. Shrewsbury (36 W. R. 835, 21 Q. B. D. 41). The 
meaning of the words relied on by the defendant had been considered in 
Reeves v. Barlow (32 W. R. 672, 12 Q. B. D. 436). In Ex parte Hubbard (35 
W. R. 2,17 Q. B. D. 690) the Court of Ap had decided that these 
words were intended to bring within the Bills of Sale Act documents 
which created a right m equity as distinct from a right atlaw. It was 
therefore necessary to inquire whether the document of the 26th of 
December, 1890, created a right in equity or a right at law. The defend- 
ant’s contention was that the right was in equity only, and Holroyd y. 
Marshall (10 H. L. Cas. 191, 11 W. R. 171) was relied on. It appeared to 
be laid down by that case that an assignment for value of future property 
without possession created an equitable title only; but that if possession 
were actually taken of the property when it came into existence, then a 
legal interest was acquired. In the present case no right was created of 
any kind in any goods unless and until they reached the hands of the 
plaintiff. The agreement between him and the defendant was one of 
agency, and consequently not one of which specific performance would be 
decreed by a court of equity. It conferred no power to take possession of 
any goods, but merely entitled the plaintiff to retain ion of the 
goods that came to his hands. Until the goods were delivered to him 
there was no contract relating to any specific goods at all; if the defend- 
ant refused to send goods, the remedy of the plaintiff would be in damages 
only, and not by way of specific ormance. But when the goods came 
to the possession of the plaintiff, then, oe of Gieaea distinction drawn 
in Holroyd v. Marshall, there was a state of thi viz., an agreement 
coupled with possession—which gave mse to a legal right; it gave rise to 
no right in equity as distinguished from the right at law. And, conse- 
quently, according to the principle laid down in Reeves v. Barlow and Er 
parte Hubbard the document of the 26th of December, 1890, could not be 
regarded as a bill of sale. The decision of the Court of Appeal in Mills v. 
Charlesworth (39 W. R. 1, 25 Q. B. D. 421) was relied on by the defendant. 
Lord Esher, M.R., was of opinion that the document in question in that 
case was not a bill of sale, but the majority of the court thought other- 
wise. Their decision turned on the fact that there was no physical change 
in the possession of the goods. Here it was essential, in order that the 
plaintiff's right might arise, that the goods should come into his possession, 
that they should be physically in his hands. His lordship was therefore 
of opinion that the document was not void as a Dill of sale.—Covunssi, 
Buekley, Q.C., and C. Rose-lnnes ; Hastings, Q.C. Sourcrrons, H. Rose- 
Innes ; W. Morley. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woons, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re DALE TO ELSDEN—Stirling, J., 12th March. 

Venpor anp Purcnaser — Votuntary Serriewent — Trrur— Possrane 
Banxrurtey or Ssrrtor—Banxevrrey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vrer, o, 
52), s. 47. 

This was a summons taken out by the purchaser under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Viot. o. 78) as to the validity of the title te 





ever, worthy of consideration whether the practice should not be assimi- 
ted to that of the Queen’s Bench Division, and application for equitable 


property derived under a deed dated the Sth of December, 1882, alleged 
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by the purchaser to be a settlement within the meaning of section 47 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The abstract shewed that by a deed dated the 
13th of August, 1879, two messuages were conveyed to one Raphael Tuck 
in fee in consideration of £1,815. By an indenture dated the 2nd of June, 
1880, Raphael Tuck mortgaged these messuages to Ravenscroft, King, & 
Woodward in fee to secure £1,800. The next document of title was the 
deed of the 5th of December, 1882, made between Raphael Tuck of the 
first part, Adolph Tuck of the second part, Ermestine Tuck, the wife of 
Raphael Tuck, of the third part, and Adolph Tuck and Gustave Tuck of 
the fourth part : after reciting that Raphael Tuck had recently incurred 
losses on the Stock Exchange amounting to £323 10s. 1d., and that being 
pressed for money wherewith to meet these claims and to pay the arrears 
of interest on the mortgage, he had applied to Adolph Tuck to pay the 
same, which he had agreed to do upon certain terms, it was witnessed that 
in consideration of the payment by Adolph Tuck of the sum of £323 10s. 1d. 
and the costs of certain proceedings, and also in consideration of Adolph 
Tuck taking upon himself the payment of the mortgage debt and the 
arrears of interest, Raphael ‘Tuck conveyed the two messuages (subject to 
the mortgage and principal and interest) to Adolph Tuck and Gustave 
Tuck in fee upon trust for Ernestine Tuck for her life for her separate 
use, with remainder in trust for such person or persons as she should by 
deed or will, notwithstanding coverture, appoint, with remainder in trust 
for her in fee. And Adolph Tuck thereby covenanted with Raphael Tuck 
for payment of the principal and interest secured by the mortgage. The 
mortgage was paid off on the Ist of February, 1888, and the property 
reconveyed to Adolph Tuck and Gustave Tuck in fee. By deed dated the 
25th of April, 1888, the property was sold for the sum of £1,200 to the 
predecessor in title of the vendor. The question arose whether, under 
those circumstances, the vendor could make a good title to the property 
contracted to be sold. It was contended for the purchaser that the deed 
of the 5th of December, 1882, amounted to a purchase by Adolph Tuck, 
and a voluntary settlement by him of the property on Ernestine Tuck, 
and that having regard to section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the 
period of ten years not having elapsed, the vendor could not make a good 
title. Counsel relied on Re Briggs and Spicer (39 W. R. 377; 1891, 2 Ch. 
127). It was contended for the vendor that the deed of the 5th of 
December, 1882, was a settlement made in favour of a purchaser in good 
faith, and for valuable consideration. 
Q. B. D. 732) was relied on. 


Stmuxe, J., after stating the facts as above, and examining the judg- 
ments of Lord Esher and Lord Hannen in Hance v. Harding, continued : 
It was said in argument that this case might be an authority for holding 
that the title would be good if Raphael Tuck became bankrupt, but it did 
not shew that the title would be valid as against the trustee in bankruptcy 
(if such there should be) of Adolph Tuck. That seems to me to be too 
narrow a distinction. In Hance v. Harding father and son each gave 
something in order to induce the other to give something to third persons ; 
each, therefore, on the principle of that case, was with reference to the 
other a purchaser within section 91 of the Bankruptcy Act of 1869. 
Here Raphael Tuck gives a third party—viz., his wife—something in 
order to induce Adolph to pay £323 and take on himself a liability. 
There was, therefore, a guid pro quo; andI think that, with regard to 
Adolph Tuck, Raphael Tuck was a purchaser within the meaning of 
section 47 of the Act of 1883. I think, therefore, that a good title has 
been shewn, and that the summons must be dismissed.—Covnsex, H. 
Terrell ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Elgood. Soxtcrtors, Lunley & Lumley ; 
Robins, Burges, Hay, Waters, & Lucas, for Maun & Rodway, Trowbridge. 


Reported by W. 8. Gopparnp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHAMBERLYN ~. ALLEN—Kekewich, 
Practice—Orper to pay Money rxto Cover 
—WAIVER. 


On the 5th of December, 1891, an order was made in the above-men- 
tioned action directing the plaintiff to lodge the sum of £100 18s. 3d. in 
court within a specified time from the service of the order. The order 
was duly served onthe 24th of December, 1891. On the 29th of February, 
1392, defendant obtained leave to sign final judgment against the 
plaintiff for the said sum of £100 18s. 3d. 
with the order of the 5th of December, 1491, and the defendant now 


J., 11th March. 
Fivav Jupoment—Menrcer 


Hance v. Harding (36 W. R. 629, 20 | 


| 





| 
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not to enforce it for fourteen days from that day.—Covunsen, Tarmington , 
Q.C., and Lyon ; Ashton Cross. Sortcrrors, R. F. Will § Co. ; Wild & Wild, 


[Reported by Joux Wiykrrevp, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MADDEN y. KENSINGTON VESTRY—14th March. 


AcTION AGAINST Vestry—NoticE—LocaLity INCORRECTLY STATED—MeETRO- 
PoLIs MANAGEMENT Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vier. c. 102), s. 106. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of the judge of the Brompton 
County Court, nonsuiting the plaintiff. The action was brought against 
the Kensington Vestry, as owners of a certain sewer, for damages for an 
injury which the plaintiff alleged that his horse had suffered through the 
defective state of a ‘‘ grid’’ or grating of the defendants’ sewer. The 
plaintiff had, in accordance with section 106 of the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act, 1862, given notice to the defendants of his cause of action, and 
had stated in the notice tha‘ the ‘* grid ’’ in question was in Silver-street, 
The learned county court judge found as a fact that the ‘‘ grid’’ was not 
in Silver-street, but in the Uxbridge-road, it being about twenty feet from 
the point at which Silver-street joims the Uxbridge-road. The learned 
judge held that as the locality of the cause of action was not correctly 
stated in the notice of action, the notice was bad, and he therefore non- 
suited the plaintiff. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Denman and Cave, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Denman, J.—I am of opinion that this nonsuit was wrong. If the 
place stated in the notice does not mislead the party to whom it is addressed, 
it is not a case for a nonsuit, although the locality is not given quite 
correctly (see the judgment of Rolfe, B., in Jacklin v. Fytche, 14 M. & W. 
381, commenting on Martins v. Uppcher, 1 Dowl. N. 8S. 555). In the 
present case it appears that the ** grid”’ is in a place which it would not be 
very wrong to call Silver-street, as it is within twenty feet of that street. 
This could not have caused any difficulty to the vestry. If the locality 
had been named so inaccurately as to mislead the vestry it would have 
been a different matter, but that is not the case here. 


Cave, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunset, L. Hume Williams ; 


Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Monro. Soxrtcrrors, Morris § Rickards ; Pontifex, 
Hewitt, § Pitt. 
[Reported by F. 0. Rosixsos, Barrister-at-Law. 
EVANS v. HOARE AND ANOTHER—15th March. 
AGREEMENT IN WritTINc—Nort TO BE PERFORMED WITHIN A YEAR—LETTER 





ADDRESSED TO Party TO BE CHARGED—STatvure or Fraups, s. 4. 
This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of the assistant 


| judge of the Mayor’s Court in an action for wrongful dismissal. The 


plaintiff entered the employ of the defendants in 1886 as a ledger clerk, 
the defendants being hemp and jute merchants. The plaintiff’s salary 
was at first £80 a year, and it was afterwards raised to £100. In Decem- 
ber, 1889, the plaintiff asked for a further increase of salary. This was 
granted, and the following document, which had been written by the de- 
fendants’ accountant, acting on the defendants’ instructions, was signed 
by the plaintiff :—‘* 19th February, 1890.—Messrs. Hoare, Marr, & Co., 
Budge-row, London, E.C.—Gentlemen,—In consideration of your advanc- 
ing my salary to the sum of £130 per annum I hereby agree to continue 
my engagement in your office for three years from and commencing Ist of 
January, 1890, at a salary at the rate of £130 per annum aforesaid, pay- 
able monthly as hitherto,—Yours obediently, Gzorcr Evans.’’ On the 


| 9th of November, 1891, the plaintiff was dismissed from the defendants’ 


| employ, and he thereupon brought this action for damages for wrongful 


dismissal. At the trial of the action the learned assistant judge held that 


| the document set out above, being an agreement which was not to be per- 
| formed within a year, and therefore within the 4th section of the Statute 


The plaintiff failed to comply | 


moved for leave to issne a writ of attachment against the plaintiff for con- | 


tempt in not obeying that order. On behalf of the plaintiff it was 
contended that the order of the 5th of December, 1891, was merged in the 
judgment, and also that the defendant by signing judgment had waived 
his remedy under the order of the 5th of December, 1891. 


Kearwicn, J., referred to King v. Hoare (13 M. & W. 494) and Westinore- 
land Green and Blue Slate Co. ¥. Fielden (40 W. RR. 23: 
said that the general principle stated by Parke, B., in the former case, 
that the inferior remedy was merged in the higher, did not apply to this 
case. He could not see that there was any inferior remedy here, and he 
thought it would be straining 4 principle to say that merger had been pro- 
duced. It had been contended that the defendant had waived his remedy 
under the order of the Sth of December. Under that order a sum of 
money Was — by the plaintiff, and the defendant could only enforce 
that order by means of a writ of attachment. Under the judgment the 


warm of was payable at a later date, and the defendant had additional 
remedies. ¢ failed to see how the defendant had waived his rights 
under the order. If the money was lodged in court in compliance with 


the order, and it should then be attempted to enforce the judgment by 
writ of attachment, he could and would stay any such proceeding. He 
would make the order asked for by the defendant upon his undertaking 


1891, 3 Ch. 15), and | 


of Frauds, was not signed by the defendants, and was not binding on 
them, but in order to save the expense of a new trial he left certain ques- 
tions to the jury, who gave a verdict for the plaintiff for £34 13s. 4d. The 
learned assistant judge entered judgment for the defendants. ‘The plain- 
tiff appealed. 

Tue Covrat (Denman and Cave, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Denman, J.—In this case the learned assistant judge of the Mayor's 
Court gave judgment for the defendants, on the ground that the document 
relied on by the plaintiff was not signed by the defendants within section 
1 of the Statute of Frauds. This decision would be right, unless the 
words ‘‘ Messrs. Hoare, Marr, & Co.,’’ at the hémd of the document, can 
under the circumstances be held to be ‘‘ a signature by a person authorized 
thereto by the defendants.’’ As a matter of fact, the document was drawn 
up by one Harding, the defendants’ accountant, who was authorized by 


| the defendants to draw it up and to procure the plainfiff’s signature to it. 


It appears to ine that the case falls within the principle of the decisions 
cited in favour of the plaintiff, especially Schucider vy. Norris (2 M. & 8. 
286), Jones ¥. Victoria Graving Dock (25 W. Kh. 348, 2 Q. B. D. 314), and 
also Bleackley y. Smith (11 Sim. 150), In the present case it is impossible 
to doubt that the word ‘‘ your,’’ twice used in the written document, refers 
to the defendants, whose name and address is given in full at the head of 
the document. I have no doubt that the defendants intended that this 
document, when signed by the plaintiff, should be the final memorandum 
of the contract binding upon the defendants us# well as the plaintiff, It 
was argued for the defendants that the cases relied on were all cases where 
the document was sent out by the person charged. I do not think that 
this is necessary, or that the expression ‘ sent out’’ means more than sub- 
mitted for signature to the other party. If the party sued authorizes an 
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agent to lay before the party suing a document containing his name in full 
as that of the party with whom the contract is to be made, so as to 
announce to the party that they are offering him certain terms if he will 
agree to them in writing, and he thereupon signs, I am of opinion that 
there is a sufficient ‘‘ agreement or memorandum thereof signed by a party 
authorized thereto,’’ and that the requirements of the 4th section of the 
Statute of Frauds have been complied with. I therefore think that in 
this case the plaintiff is entitled to judgment for the amount of the 
yerdict. The appeal will be allowed. 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. The question which we have to 
decide is whether in this case there is a sufficient memorandum in writing 
to bind the defendants under the Statute of Frauds. This statute is one 
which belongs to a rather remote period in the history of jurisprudence, a 
period when there was a stronger tendency on the part of the courts than 
at present to decide by rule of law whether a verdict should be given 
for the plaintiff or defendant, rather than to leave the whole matter 
to the jury for their consideration. Such a practice no doubt 
derives much of its importance from the fact that at that period neither 
the plaintiff nor the defendant were competent to give evidence in the 
cause. That state of things, however, is now altered, and in accommo- 
dating our decision to the altered circumstances of the law it may possibly 
be necessary to do a little rough work upon some of the earlier decisions. 
In the present case it is true that the memorandum is in the form of a 
letter signed by the plaintiffs, and that the defendants, the persons now 
sought to be charged, are the persons to whom that letter was addressed. 
It has, however, been held in the case of Schneider v. Norris (2 M. & S. 286) 
that a bill of parcels made out to the plaintiff containing the defendant’s 
name printed at the head of it was a sufficiently signed memorandum to 
bind the defendant. The present case appears to me to be stronger than 
that, because here the document which the plaintiff signed and by which 
he was bound was written by the defendants’ agent acting on their in- 
structions and addressed to the defendants as parties to the contract. I 
am of opinion that the Statute of Frauds is sufficiently satisfied in this 
ease, and that the plaintiff is, therefore, entitled to our judgment. Appeal 
allowed ; leave to appeal refused.—Covunset, Crump, Q.C., and Probyn ; 
Witt, Q.C., and Tatlock. Soxicrrons, Aird § Hood ; Courtenay, Croome, Son, 
§ Finch. 

[Reported by F. O. Roriynson, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The sixty-eighth half-yearly meeting of this association was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, the 16th inst., 
Mr. Joun Hunter (chairman of the board) presiding. 

The Sxecrerary read the minutes of the previous meeting, and the 
following report, as circulated among the members present, was taken as 


read :— 

“The board of directors, in compliance with the 16th rule of the 
association, present their report for the half-year ending the 31st of 
December, 1891. Since the last half-yearly meeting 38 new members have 
been admitted, making, with those added during the previous six months, 
a total of 155 new members during the year. The aggregate number of 
members enrolled is 3,258, of whom 1,140 are life, and 2,118 annual, 
subscribers. Fifty-nine life members are also contributors of annual 
subscriptions of from one to ten guineas each. The board hope for further 
assistance in their efforts to increase the number of subscribers, the loss of 
supporters from death and other causes having been exceptionally heavy 
during the year 1891. During the half-year the receipts of the association 
from all sources amounted to £2,349 1s., of which the following is a general 
summary :—Life subscriptions, £84; annual subscriptions, £1,281; dona- 
tions, £122 8s. ; dividends, £822 18s. ; and festival tickets, £38 15s. Thechange 
of investmentof alarge portion of the Two and Three-quarters per Cent. Con- 
sols, mentioned in the last half-yearly report, has been completed. The sum 
of £22,242 13s. 1d. Consols was sold, and the amount of £21,384 13s. thus 
realized was re-invested in the purchase of the following securities—viz. : 
£1,000 Bank of England Stock, £1,630 Bombay, Baroda, and Central India 
Five per Cent. Guaranteed Stock, £1,730 Great Indian Peninsula Railway 
Five per Cent. Guaranteed Stock, £2,320 London and North-Western 
Railway Four per Cent. Preference Stock, £1,900 London, Brighton, and 
South Coast Railway Five per Cent. Preference Stock, £2,350 London and 
South-Western Railway Four per Cent. Preference Stock, and £2,200 


this change of investment the income of the association will be increased 
by about £150. 


pertaining to the Reardon Bequest. During the half-year 99 grants were 
= from the funds, amounting to £1,838. Of this sum 3 members and 

6 members’ families received £705, while 14 non-members and 66 non- 
members’ families received £1,133. The sum of £87 10s. was also paid to 
annuitants from the income of the late Miss Ellen Reardon's bequest ; 
£14 to the recipiént of the ‘“Hollams Aunuity No. 1°'; £15 to the 
recipient of the '‘ Hollams Annuity No, 2"; and £15 to the recipient of 
the ‘* Victoria Jubilee Annuity.”’ These grants, together with the amounts 
recorded in the last half-yearly report, make a total of £3,863 10s, given 
in relief by the association during the year 1891. On the 31st of Decem- 
ber, 1891, a balance of £206 13s. 7d. remained to the general credit of the 
association at the Union Bank of London, together with the Reardon Trust 
balance £91 6s. 4d. The directors deeply regret havi 
of their colleagues, Mr. John 





to record the | 
anson, of Carlisle; Mr. Edward | of Lords on the 11th inst. 


Whitley, of Liverpool; Mr. Henry Sidney Wasbrough, of Bristol ; Mr. 
Geo. Burrow Gregory, of London; and Mr. Edward Banner, of Liverpool. 
In the place of Mr. Whitley they have elected Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, of 
Liverpool. Mr. Henry Sidney Wasbrough and Mr. Edward Banner, in 
addition to their services as directors, had for many years acted as trustees 
of the association. Mr. Gray Hill (Liverpool), who was unavoidably 
prevented from taking the chair at the dinner in June last, has kindly 
consented to preside at the thirty-second anniversary festival of the 
association, to Be held on Thursday, the 7th of July, 1892. The generous 
support and assistance of the profession in promoting the success of the 
festival is earnestly hoped for.”’ 

Upon the motion of the Cuamman, seconded by Mr. W. Bertan Brook, 
the report was unanimonsly adopted. 

Mr. F. R. A. Franktyn moved a vote of thanks to the directors and 
auditors for their services during the past half-year, which was seconded 
by Mr. R. Watt Wat, and carried unanimously. 

A special general meeting was then held, and the Cuarmmman moved : 
‘*' That Mr. Thomas Marshall (Leeds) be appointed a trustee in the place 
of Mr. H. 8S. Wasbrough (Bristol), descend” ’ which was seconded by Mr. 
Ronert Cun.irre, and carried. 

On the motion of Mr. R. W. Twexvre, seconded by Mr. Davin Guywnet1, 
the proceedings concluded with a vote of thanks to Mr. John Hunter for 
presiding. 


THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The seventeenth annual general meeting of this society was held on the 
25th of February. Present: Mr. Arthur Wightman in the chair, and 
Messrs. Allen, Ashington, J. C. Auty, Bagshawe, Barber, Barker, Bennett, 
J. Binney, Bowman, Brailsford, Bramley, G. E. Branson, B. T. Burdekin, 
Chambers, W. E. Clegg, Cole, Coombe, Dust, Gould, T. W. Hall, Howe, 
Hughes, Kesteven, A. E. Maxfield, Neal, D. M. Nicholson, Parker, Peck, 
Porrett, Robinson, W. Smith, Stacey, Tasker, Taylor, R. G. Thompson, 
Van Wart, Vickers, J. B. Wheat, Willis (Rotherham), and C. M. Wilson. 

The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed, having 
been taken as read, it was resolved :— 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. ; 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Broomhead-Colton-Fox, the treasurer for 
the past year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society 

be given to him for his services. 
| 3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Arthur 
Wightman, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the 
office, and the consideration he has given to his duties during the past 


year. 
"4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Herbert 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary from the commencement of the society. 

5. That Mr. Harry Walker Chambers be elected the president; Mr. 
Thomas Gould be elected the vice-president; Mr. Broomhead-Colton- 
Fox be re-elected the treasurer; and Mr. Bramley be re-elected the 
secretary of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 
year, viz.: Messrs. H. Ashington, B. Bagshawe, J. Binney, G. E. 
Branson, B. Burdekin, P. B. Coward (Rotherham), W. B. Esam, J. 
Hallewell (Chesterfield), A. E. Maxfield, D. H. Porrett, W. Smith, W. H. 
Stacey, P. K. Wake, G. E. Webster, and A. Wightman. 

7. That Messrs. B. T. Burdekin and W. F. Smith be appointed the 
auditors of the society for the ensuing year, and that the best thanks of the 
society be given to Messrs. W. B. Esam and J. Newton Coombe for their 
kindness in auditing the accounts for the last year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to C. B. Stuart Wortley, Esq., 
M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before him by the committee, 
and for prints of the public Bills brought into the House of Commons 
during the past session, which he has forwarded to the committee. 

In accordance with a resolution of the committee, a prize, value £10 10s., 
was awarded to Mr. Reginald Thorpe Wilson, B.A., who passed in the 
second class for honours in the June (1891) examination. 

The chairman presented the prize. 

The books chosen by Mr. Wilson were Scott’s Waverley Novels, Centen- 
| ary Edition, 25 vols., with steel plates, bound according to the society's 
vattern. 

, Mr. Wilson suitably responded. 





| That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for presiding. 
South-Eastern Railway Four and a Half per Cent. Preference Stock. By | 








The total capital of the association now consists of | 
£41,547 11s. 10d. Stock, in addition to the sum of £5,263 19s. 10d. Stock | 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Danatixe Socrsry,—Mareh 15—Mr. Marshall, chairman. 
—Mr. Crawford opened the debate ; ‘‘ That prisoners in all cases ought 
to be allowed to give evidence on their own behalf.’’ Mr. Willson opposed. 
The following gentlemen spoke >—Messrs. G. H. Daniell, Rhys, Arm- 
strong, Pattinson, Woodhouse, A. E. Clarke, Aston, Sherwood (visitar), 


| and C. Harcourt. Mr, Crawford replied. The motion was carried 


The Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill was read a third time in the House 
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THE LAW AND LAWYERS OF “PICKWICK.” 

Mr. Locxwoop, Q.C., M.P., lectured on this subject at York on Tuesday. 
We take the following extracts from his address from the Yorkshire 
Herald. 

After some introductory remarks, Mr. Locxwoop said:—As he read 
“ Pickwick,’’ and observed the admirable accuracy with which Dickens de- 
scribed the various characters, the marvel wasto think that a young man— 
as he then was but twenty-three years of age—should have been able to 
portray with faithful delineation clerks, sheriffs, officers, beadles, police- 
men, barristers, solicitors, and judge; and yet in each one of those they 
found that he took his type, and he dealt with it fairly, impartially, and 
always humorously, and, he ventured to think, also with marked instruc- 
tion to his readers. Where did he get that knowledge? They must turn 
to his early life, and they found that every incident of that life bore fruit 
in his writings, and no portion of his boyish struggles and experiences 
seemed to have deeper impressions upon him than those days which were 
reflected in ‘‘ Pickwick.’’ At the age of fifteen they found Dickens a 
bright, cheerful boy in the offices of Mr. Edward Blakemore, attorney-at- 
law, in Gray’s-inn, earning from 13s. 6d. to 15s. a week, and there was no 
doubt it was during that experience that he learnt to describe lawyers’ 
clerks as they found them described in his works. He doubted whether 
Dickens ever got beyond the stage of office-boy when he was with Mr. 
Blakemore. The other day, being anxious if he could to find out all the 
sources of information which were at the disposal of this great novelist 
when he wrote ‘ Pickwick,” he (Mr. Lockwood) applied to Mr. Henry 
Dickens, son of the great novelist—who had just been made one of her 
Majesty’s Counsel—and he sought information from him, and received 
in reply one piece of information which he did not know before, 
viz., that Dickens at one time entered at an inn of court, and went 
through a portion of that mysterious process by which men were 
fitted to become barristers, viz., by eating dinners at the inn. Dickens 
seemed to have eaten five or six of those dinners with no other marked 
result beyond indigestion, and, wonderful to relate, he not only had 
the. courage to give up the dinners and save his digestion, but he got 
back the £100 from the inn of court. They had often heard of getting 
butter out of a dog’s mouth ; he assured them that was a trifle compared 
with getting money back from an inn of court. Mr. Henry Dickens also 
told him that his father numbered many lawyers amongst his friends, 
including Lord Denman, Lord Campbell, Mr. Justice Talfourd (to whom 
*¢ Pickwick ’’ was dedicated), and Lord Chief Justice Cockburn. And Mr. 


Henry Dickens told him something further—viz., that his father had an | 


old and valued friend in Mr. Frederick Ouvry, a solicitor of experience, a 
sort of Mr. Tulkingborn, and on one occasion Dickens was in treaty for a 
piece of land at the back of Gad’s Hill, the proposed vendor being an old 


farmer, a cute old man of Dusiness and a hard nut to crack. An interview | 


was arranged with him at Gad’s Hill for a certain evening, and Mr. Ouvry 
came down for the purpose of being present when the bargain was struck. 
Dickens and Ouvry were sitting over their wine when the old man was 
announced. ‘‘ We had better go in,”’ said Dickens. ‘‘ No, no,’’ said the 
astute lawyer. ‘‘John’’ (to the butler), ‘“‘ shew him into the study, and 
take him a bottle of old port wine.’’ Then, turning to Dickens, ‘‘a glass 
of port will do him no harm, it will soften him.” After waiting about 
twenty minutes they went into the study. The farmer was sitting bolt 
upright in an armchair, stern and uncompromising, the bottle of port had 
not been touched. The negotiations then proceeded very much in favour 
of the farmer, and the bargain was struck. He was sorry to tell them that 
the old man then turned to the port wine and finished it off. Mr. Lock- 
wood then read Pickwick’s visit to the Magpie and Stump in search of 


Mr. Lowten, Perker’s clerk. Analyzing the conduct of the various | 


characters, he said he came to the conclusion that Perker would un- 
doubtedly have been struck off the rolls for direct bribery at Eatonswill. 
Dodson and Fogg would probably have met with the same fate for defraud- 
ing Romsoy, but nothing could fairly be urged against Pell excepting 
a liking for rum, and some pardonable delusions as to his being 
on friendly terms with the Lord Chancellor. As to counsel, he expressed 
strong approval of Mr. Pickwick’s determination in insisting upon 
the interview with Serjeant Snubbin, and without discus- 


sing the advisability or otherwise of dividing the profession of the | 


law into two sections, indicated his own feelings on this point when he 
said that any system which puts obstacles in the way of a litigant having 
the personal communication with the person he has paid to repre- 


sent him in court is an anomaly and an absurdity. It was clear that | 


Serjeant Snubbin was no match for Serjeant Buzfuz. Going on to 
criticize the proceedings in the trial of Bardell v. Pickwiek, Mr. Lockwood 
said it was a wonderful treat, and was even quoted now as if it had 
= taken place. Mr. Weller was informed that he must not tell 
what the soldier or anyone else said, because it was not evidence, and they 
heard the same things now. It was only the other day, in a case in which 


he was engaged, the learned judge informed him that something he (Mr. | 


Lockwood) said wae not correct, inasmuch as it differed from what he had 
taken, and, of course, both their minds recurred to that memorable 
instance where Mr. Winkle having said his name was Nathaniel, it had been 
written down by the learned judge as Daniel, and the learned judge 
insisted that the name of Mr. Winkle must be Daniel, and that he must 
have been under a misapprehension all his life. The lecturer pointed 
out that Snubbin made a great mistake in allowing Plunky to cross- 
examame Winkle. It had happened on occasions that when an important 
witners had to be cross-examined the leader was not in court, but this was 
not the case mn this instance, inasmuch as Serjeant Snubbin, we were told, 
winked at Phunky to sit down. 
as being hostile. At the time of the trial the parties to a suit were not 
eligible as witnemes. Had they been, what material Buzfuz had for the 


suztuz was entitled to treat the witness | 


cross-examination of Pickwick as to credit! Indicating the line which 
the cross-examination would have taken, the lecturer recalled some 
of the incidents of his career—drunk at a public dinner at 
Muggleton after the cricket match, found drunk on the property of Captain 
Boldwig and wheeled into the public pound, being rescued by force, pre- 
vented by his own servant from assaulting the solicitors for the plaintiff, 
compromising situation in the bedroom at the Great White Horse at 
Ipswich, bound over to find bail in two sureties of £50 each before Mr. 
Nupkins—all this, used as Serjeant Buzfuz could have used it, would have 
left Mr. Pickwick another victim of cross-examination. Cross-examination, 
he knew, was not popular, but he thought if Pickwick had gone into the 
witness-box those in the position of advising Mrs. Bardell would have in- 
sisted on his being taken through those details with a view, of course, to 
discrediting any story which he might wish to tell to the jury. Now he 
came to the part which Serjeant Buzfuz played in the course of the trial. 
Of the judge he had no* rvnch to say. He was like a good many other 
judges—he went to slec ud he woke up and tried to look as though he 
had not been to sleep, a.... ue conducted himself on the whole with a great 
deal of dignity and decorum. But he (Mr. Lockwood) was not so familiar 
with the ways of judges as he was with the ways of counsel, therefore he 
might be excused from indulging in further criticism upon the acts and 
the utterances of Mr. Justice Stareleigh. After Serjeant Snubbin had 
committed the unpardonable error of allowing his incompetent junior to 
cross-examine Winkle, the re-examination of Buzfuz was admirable, but 
it was rather on his speech that he would base the reputation of that great 
man. Reading the opening sentences of his speech, in which the 
serjeant impressively confesses his heavy sense of the responsibility 
resting upon him, and declares his reliance on the lofty virtues and con- 
spicuous intelligence of the jury, Mr. Lockwood remarked that counsel 
always did begin in that way. He then proceeded to read the whole of 
the speech, interjecting humorous comments here and there, and exciting 

great amusement by his assumption of the pathos, defiance, persuasiveness 
| and the arts of cajolery with which Serjeant Buzfuz pleads the cause of 
| ‘his much injured and most oppressed client.’’ With that speech Mr, 
| Lockwood concluded his lecture by observing that lawyers should be 
| thankful to Dickens as being a fair and impartial critic, and the public, to 
| his mind, owed him a deeper debt as a man who, by his wit, courage, and 
| industry, had brought about reforms of our legal administration, for 
| which all litigants and all honourable practitioners should alike be ever 
grateful. 











LEGAL NEWS. 
| OBITUARY. 

Mr. Smpney Wootr, Q.C., died at his residence in Lexham-gardens, 
Kensington, on Saturday last. He was bornin 1844, and at first practised 
| as a solicitor, but was called to the bar in 1873. He became a Queen’s 
| Counsel in 1890. He practised chiefly in the Bankruptcy Court. His 
health, says the Times, had been feeble for many years, but his industry 
| and determination achieved a substantial forensic success in spite of 
| physical disadvantages. 


| APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Batrour Auuan, solicitor, of 5, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, 
| E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Allan was 


| admitted in November, 1880. 


| Mr. Henry Arcuer, solicitor, of Wellingborough, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Archer was admitted in July, 1879. 
| 


| Mr. Wiix1am Austin, solicitor, of Luton, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Austin was admitted in January, 1882. He is 
clerk to the guardians, clerk to the rural sanitary authority, clerk to the 
Caddington and Humbershoe burial board, school attendance committee 

| and assessment committee, and superintendent registrar. 


Mr. James W11.1AM Bornton, solicitor, has been appointed a Commis- 





} 








| 


sioner for Oaths. Mr. Bointon was admitted in October, 1885. 


Mr. Rowert Dvuckwortn Barnisu, solicitor, Blackburn, has been 
| appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barnish was admitted in 
| March, 1884. 


Mr. Branam Bannert, solicitor, 63, Chancery-lane, W.C., has been 
| appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barnett was admitted in 


January, 1886. 


Mr. Giapstonez Henry Cuiark, solicitor, Portsmouth, has been ap- 
| pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clark was admitted in November, 
| 1885. 

| Mr. Witisam Cuanrston, jun., solicitor, Blyth, has Ween appointed a 
| Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Charlton was admitted in February, 1886. 


Mr. Wiuu1sm Henny Tremierr Dawe, solicitor, Plymouth, has been 
5 eae a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dawe was admitted in 
| February, 1886. 


Mr. Evwarp Percy Denenuam, solicitor, 3, Salters’ Hall-court, E.C., 
has been «ppointed a Commissioner for Onths. Mr. Debenham was 
admitted in April, 1881. 

Mr. Pasco Darunxx, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, 84, Basinghall-street, .C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Daphne was admitted 
in May, 188). 

Mr. Jamus Oswaiy Davison, solicitor, South Shiclds, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Davidson was admitted in January, 1486, 
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Mr. Henry Etrort, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a Com- 


missioner for Oaths. Mr. Eltoft was admitted in October, 1885. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Mr. Wm. Atrrev Green, jun., solicitor, Wolverhampton, has been | p,;xox.—March 14, at 23, Wellington-peck Cli Clifton, Annie, wife of Herbert G. Dixon, 


appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
ber, 1880. 


Mr. Green was admitted in Novem- 


solicitor, of a daughter. 
Green.—March 12, at No. 72, Westbourne-park-road , Ba , W., the wife of J. 
Samuel ee” B.C.L. (Oxon.), (Lond.),” and ww, of Lincoln’s- 


Mr. Junttan Gwyruer, solicitor, of Sherborne, has been appointed | _ inn, of a da 


a Commissioner for Oaths. 
1871. 


Mr. Gwyther was admitted in Siigeasiinns, 


James.—March 15, at 76, Manor-park-road, ae N.W., the wife of Paul Moon 
James, solicitor, of a son. 


Mr. Aveustus Herrert Hewrrt, solicitor, of Great Grimsby, has been ere -—March 12, at 101, Lechemguriene, © Cromwell-road, W., Sidney Woolf, Q.C., 


appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hewitt was admitted in 


February, 1885. 


Mr. Cuartes Francis Haran, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a 


Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Haigh was admitted in December, 1885. 


Mr. Lewis W. Hvucu Jonzs, solicitor, of 4, New-inn, Strand, has been | Westminster (Estab. 1875), 


appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted in January, 
1886. 


Mr. Sypvey Trerusis James, solicitor, of 60, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. James was admitted in 


December, 1885, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Bensamin Greene Laxkz, solicitor, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
has been appointed a Commissioner of the Supreme Court of Fort William 
in Bengal, and also to take the Acknowledgments of Married Women in 
Mr. Lake was admitted in Michaelmas, 
1861, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He was elected 


respect of Property in India. 








or renting 
arrangement 7 oo a 
entilation Co. the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
entiation Co. 65, next the entilation of Offices, &e.—[Apvr. ] 


WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcnaszrs & Lesszes.—Before purchasing or 
a house have the Sani a - 


Sanitary Engineering & 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep IN teapots 
Lovis 8. Conen, Liwrrep—Petn for ip, presented March 5, directed to be heard 
before Kekewich, J., on March 19. ett & Leader, St Paul’ 3 churchyard, solors for 
petners. Notice ‘of appearing must ba the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of March 18 


a member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society in 1873, and Raoiyans Co, Lint? Creditors ar be ad = am tig hay Mansfield. 19, 


served as its president in 1888-89. 
perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Percivat Joun Mercatre, solicitor, Bradford, has been appointed a 


Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Metcalfe was admitted in November, 1885. 


Mr. Jounn ANDREW Maxwe tt, solicitor, 97, Bishopsgate-street Within, 
Mr. Maxwell was admitted 


has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
in October, 1885 


Mr. Joun Spours Nicuotson, solicitor, Sunderland, has been appointed 


a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nicholson was admitted in November, 


1884, 


Mr. James Eyre Porpueton, solicitor, Sheffield, has been appointed a 


Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Poppleton was admitted in November, 1883. 


He is a commissioner for oaths and a 


Gt St Helen’s, Bishopsgate st. Paine & Co, solors for liquidator 


Usrrep Kixcpom Encinerrine Co, Lourep—Petn for py up, presen! poemiet March 9, 
directed to be heard on March 19. Gover & Chiles, Queen st, Cheapsi io, cslens tee 
petner. Notice of ) ee must reach the abovenamed not later Gone 6 o'clock in the 


afternoon of March 1 
Wuire Sort Soap Co, , MESES. An pees ~~ F - claims are 
March 23, to send their names and addresses, beg am gr 
Herbert Appleyard Maw, 4, Harrington st, Liverpool 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Puenrx Lopce Frienp.y Beverit Socrety, Oddfellows Society, Queen’s Head Inn, Rye 
Sussex. March 5 . 
Taree Counties Benerit Frrenpty Society, Crown Hotel, Filetton, Huntingdon. 

March 5 
London Gazette—Tvurspay, March 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauwrep 1x CHANCERY. 


on or before 
eir claims, to 


Mr. Dantet Petxarr, solicitor, Banbury, has been appointed a Commis- | « Cyry oy Grovcesren” Steam Suir Co, Lamrep—Creditors are required, on or before 


sioner for Oaths. Mr. Pellatt was admitted in April, 1884. 


Mr. Parrick Gatway CosrEeLLo Suaw, solicitor, of 1, Old Serjeants’ -inn, 
Chancery-lane, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Shaw 
was admitted in January, 1886. 

Mr. Freperick Wm. Taxnuck, solicitor, Wigan, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tarbuck was admitted in December, eos 


Mr. Artuvur Srewarr Tirrerts, solicitor, 11, Maiden-lane, E.C., 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tippetts was admitted 
November, 1885. 

Mr. Cuar.es JenninGs W1.Tsutre, solicitor, Great Yarmouth, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wiltshire was admitted in 
April, 1884. 

Mr. Wa. Watpy, solicitor, Darlington, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Waldy was admitted in November, 1885. 

Sir Wittram Markny, K.C.I.E., Fellow, Tutor to the Probationers, and 
Bursar of Balliol College, Oxford, "and Sir Freperick Pottock, Fellow of 
Corpus and Professor “of Jurisprudence, have been appointed Commis- 
sioners to inquire into the Administration of Justice in the Islands of 
Trinidad and Tobago. 

Mr. J. Auperson Foorr, barrister-at-law, of the Western Circuit, has 
been appointed Counsel to the Post Office on that circuit, in succession to 
the Hon. B. Coleridge, Q.C., M.P. 

Mr. Cuanres Forp, solicitor, of London, has been elected to represent 
Lambeth or the C ounty Council. 

Mr. H. D. Gresne, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of Ludlow, 
succession to the late Mr. J. K. Smythies. 

Mr. Howarp Etrurnsrong, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Member of the Bar Committee, in succession to Mr. J. W. Dunning, who 
recently retired. 


COURT ‘PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaisrrars mx ATTENDANCE ON 








April 11, to send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to R. T yson Hodgson, Borough Hall, Stockton on Tees 

— DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, yg egy , J, an hee, by an order dated Dec 21, 

inted Henry Newson-Smith, 37, Walbrook, to a 
Mink _— Frurr Facrory, Liirep—Petition dig ted March 12, 
to be heard on 26. Bower & Co, Bra’ ry lane, agents 

for ae & Urmston, idstone, solors for seer appearing must reach 

the abov enamed not wns than 6 o’clock in the wall or Ma March 25 

Myenr’s Parent Box axp Barret Macuryery Co, Lunrep—Creditors pas ome By ay on or 
before — 26, to send their names and ad and the their debts or 

claims, to Horace W. Snow, Invicta Works, Bow Common lane, E. 

Srravran Bacon Cunine Co, a eon ea or before April 22, to send 


their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Annan, 
1, Walbrook 

Soutn Carouina Lanp Devetorpment Synpicate, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
hetero Aged 14, to cunt, thelr names and ete, oot the particulars of debts or 
claims, to Henry E. Harris, 59, Harris, Leadenhall st, solor for 


liquidator 


Sreamsarr “ Evercta” Co ae eggtt p- erpmee required, on or before March 31, 
to send their names and d addresses, 


tho puttinniean of their debts or claims, to Alf. 
J. Newton, 164, Ald 


Sreamsmir “ Provcipia” Co, Linen Creditors tors are yo on or before March _? to 
send their names and addresses, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alf. J. 
Newton, 164, Aldersgate st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Rocupate CaLepomiax Frimypty Socrery, Roebuck Hotel, Rochdale, Lancaster. 
March 11 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 26. 
Luotow, Tuomas, Bintield, Berks, Commission Agent. March 30. Ladlow vy Ladlow, 

Cekewi Coe! hrane, Bristol é 4 : j 
Tornan, Jous, Kirkham, I ster, Aucti . March 22.* Shaw v Parkinson, Regis- 

Preston. Gaulter, Kirkham 

| London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 1. a 
sii i Farnley, Leeds. March 28. Clayton v Clayton, Stirling, J. Dibb & 
oC 
Lows, Annan, ‘ier Wholesale Clothier. March 31. Joseph v Lyons, Kekewieh, 
‘neuen Saul h Draper. April 5. Brook v Young, North, J. Tyers, 


Youre, Rosgrt, 
I 
ae London Gazette,—Fuaipay, March 4. 

Arwi., Eurzapern, York. March 22. Hodgkinson vy Taylor, Kekewieh, J. Taylor, Old 
Burli st 


Cc Os, 4 aed Netherall gine, ~ nana Bsj. Marech26. Ackermann v Hodges, 

Chitty, Richardson, 

Hau <_< om. ng F Licensed i Vietanller. March 2. Tobdieson v Hallighan, Chitty, 

Paryeuy, Cuarnrs nl Avondale, Rathdrum, Ireland, M.P. April 18 Campbell v 
Parnell, North, J. Ha 


Srauxen, Axx, Ulverston, I or. March 18. Stalker v Robinson, Postlethwaite, 
Ulverston 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 8. 

Brvy a Raman, ans Hall, near Crewe. March 25. Hall y Hall, Kekewich, 


Wooruan, Jo Josmne, Weeiek Lameaien. March 26. Woolman v Harrison, Registrar, 
Clarke, Fleetwood 











Date. Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
onday, March Mr, Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Ward 
Wels inoiey Gare Pah ard 
ec y Carrington 
Thursday ........... Lavie Beal Pemberten 
a RRR REPENS Carrington Pugh Ward 
BOCUEGAy secrcoscrscosnseeeee es Lavie Beal Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srimuima, Krxkrwicn, Romer. 
jnibenamesniines Mr, Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
Sepe laa pomner 
ackson jodfrey 
Clowes Leach ] 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
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UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Mar. 4. 

Apams, Witi1am, Regent’s park rd, FRCSandJP April 16 Adams & Adams, New 

court, Lincoln's inn i : 
ATTENBorovGH, Georce, Strand, Silversmith April 14 Jackson & Wright, Lincoln’s 

inn fields 
Barxvus, Bexsamrx, Newcastle upon Tyne,M D April 18 Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle 

upon Tyne : 
Barros, Joseru Tcrnen, Birkdale, Lancs, Gent April9 Mawdsley, Southport 
Barne, Ricuagp, Sheffield, Wine Merchant April 16 Binney, Sheffield 
Brep, Isasetia, Kingston upon Hull March 31 Woolnough & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
Bossart, Wiii1aM, Nottingham, retired Chimney Sweep April20 Truman, Nottingham 
Bow er, Arruvr Gaunt, Burton upon Trent, Brewer April 20 Small, Burton on Trent 
Brapy, Asse, Fingrinhoe, Essex April 11 Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brockiey, Magia, Wimbledon common, Surrey March 30 Foord, Philpot lane 
Brysixc, Wruiray, Pilling, Lanes, retired Farmer March 31 Hall & Co, Lancaster 
Cuatwers, Resecca, Denbigh st, Pimlico March 15 Marshall & Haslip, Martin’s lane, 

Cannon st 





Cuarces, Exvizanetu, Nottingham April 16 Manning, Nottingham 


Ciapsox, Josepn, Exiza Ciapsox, Evizapernh Sopnia Sranpuart, and ApoLrHuvs 
Aveustus Staxpuart March 31 Doyle, Lincoln’s inn fields — 
Crawrorb, Davin Russet, Cheltenham, Esq March 31 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 


Catsr, Jony, Knowsley, Lancs, Farm Bailiff April 2 Cross, Liverpool 
Crort, Hexry, Kingston hill, Surrey, Admiral R.N. April6 Senior & Lambert, Rich- 


Cror.tey, Mary, Ely April19 Cowling & Swift, York 

Deaxt, Susax, Maidenhead, Berks March19 Bird & Son, Uxbridge 

Eocett, Euity, Ryde, 1.W. April 16 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 

Parear, Cuanies Henry, Halifax, Dyers’ Manager April 30 Storey & Co, Halifax 
Pazaxertey, Rarru, Bootle, Gent April15 Bradley & Son, Liverpool 

Fintan, Exiza, Stanningley, Yorks April 30 Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford 


Fisner, Joux Trarey, Lozells, Birmingham, retired Coal Merchant AprilS Pointon, 

irmingham 

Foxrses, Katuanixe Stewart, Wimbledon common, Surrey Aprili5 A F & R W Twee- 
ie, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gesorce, Frevericx, Torquay April15 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 


Go.pvixe, Lovisa Grace, Oxford April 30 Pollock & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gorpsup, Saran Exizasetn, Southsea, Hants April4 Jennings, Walbrook 

Goopwix, Mary A«s, Salford March12 Orrell, Manchester 

Gosseits, Frasces Oxzets, Cranley grdos March 28 Hedges & Brandreth, Red Lion sq 

Gray, Wititam Peter, Newcastle upon Tyne, Labourer April1 Arnott & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Haut, Asse, St Leonard’s on Sea March 31 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 

ee a Bodney rd, Hackney Downs, Gent April 7 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry 
e 

Masowsen, Parti Cuares, Hereford gins, Esq April 30 Wilde & Co, College hill 

Hazgis, Eun, Beckenham, Kent April1 Morse & Simpson, Copthall bldgs 


Heater, Timotny, Belmont rd, Twickenham March 24 Marshall & Haslip, Martin’s 
, Cannon st 
Heerice, Magiassz Baryetr Satter, Kirkdale, Sydenham April 9 Garrard & Co, 
Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
Horwas, Janes, Pool, logan, Cornwall, Smith April1 Daniel & Thomas, Camborne 


Hoiirmas, Jaxx, Brompton rd, Kensington April 16 Price & Son, Walbrook 
Houtruax, Ricnazp, Archer st, Kensington, Licensed Victualler April 16 Price & Son, 
Walbrook 

nee * = “al Avan: Dicxsox, Bournemouth Apri5 A F & R W Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn 
JI es ~ sa Ledbury, co Hereford, Clerk in Holy Orders Apr2 Piper & Lilley, Led- 
Jacxsox, Rowert, Lee, Kent, Esq Apr5 Fallows & Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Janes, Rev Bexsanix Friier, Tunbridge Wells Apri9 Hill & Co, Old Broad st 
James, Tezess Mary, Hayes Apri 
Keur, Maer, Tador rd, Upper Norwood 
Kerr, Sara Covstasce, Sandown, LW. 


Becher, Bedford row 

Apr 1 Coaks & Co, Norwich 

April 5 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Larros, Axsxa Magia, Fulbourn, Cambs May1 Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 
Lartox, Feeorrice, Fulbourn, Cambs, Dealer May1 Ellison & Burrows, Cambridgz2 
Laz, Caaszies Eowarn, Lee, Kent April4 Adams & Adams, New court, Lincoln’s inn 
Lew, Eowann, Liverpool, Silk Mercer April7 Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 


Mavocas, Joux Eowsen, Liay Hall, co Denbigh, Exq Mar 31 Barker & Rogerson, 
Chester 


Mazas, Bexsanix, Parkville, Victoria, Optician Aprills Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, 
Westminster 

Morcusi:, BRoeeer, Commercial rd East, Corn Merchant April 14 T & F P Baddeley, 
Leadenhall 

Moats, Maxcaret Pesxtove, Hyde Park gardens April 13 Walters & Co, New », 
Lincoln’ « inn . 

Neusox, Scena Karuenise Maritvs, Horsham, Sussex 
tim’s lane. Cannon #t 

Osxes, Heczex Crwnise, Clifton, Bristol April 14 Woodrovffe & Burgess, New #4, 
Lincoln’ s inn 


April 12 Lowlesw & Co, Mar- 





O’DonneLt, Wii.114M Josern, Mark lane May15 Day & Co, Norfolk st, Strand P 
sane. ypmeaerine Coleridge rd, Finsbury pk April11 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn 
Seeion, Mary Any, Conyers Carnforth, Lancs April 19 Innes, Stalybridge 

| Rickert, Josepu, East Hoathly, Sussex, Esq June1 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 

| Sanpers, Basevi, Southampton, Esq AprilS Green & Moberley, Southampton 

| SLoman, BenJamin, rc rd, Hammersmith, Gent April 12 Watson & Co, Bridge 





> ersmi' 
| Ssurrx, Cuarces Grirritu, Victoria rd, Kensington, Barrister at Law May1 Andrew & 
Smith, Northampton 
Sovrnwoop, Apranan, Cardiff, retired Innkeeper April2 Waldron & Son, Cardiff 
| Waker, Wiit1am, Chapel Ash, Wolverhampton, Beerhouse Keeper April13 Willcock 
| & Taylor, Wolverhampton 
| Wavter, J. B., Bromley, Kent Mar30 W. W. Baxter, High st, Bromley, or D. Payne, 
High st, Bromley ; 
Wesser, GertrupE, Ryde,I W April 16 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 


| Westropz, Ropert Marsuatt, Harrogate, Gent April1 Hirst & Capes, Harrogate 
Witi1ams, Jons, Cefn Fforest, Llansannan, co Denbigh, Farmer April1 Gee, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 8. 
Agar, Frepenric, Clement’s lane, Advertising Contractor Aug1 Gowing & Co, Fins- 
bury pavement ‘ : 
j Sunt, eeeaamy Campden hill gdns, Kensington, Esq April 14 Stogdon, Clement’s inn, 
n¢ 
Anperson, Rosert, Birkenhead, Gent April10 Stanistreet & Sweny, Liverpool 
Beasmpeen, Saran, Old Cavendish st, Bath April 5 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bed- 
‘ord row 
Bares, Tuomas, Longfleet, Dorset, Gent April 30 Witt & Welch, Poole 
Bowcock, Mary Any, Keighley, Yorks April1 W & G Burr & Co, Keighley 
Bower, E1iza Any, Clifton, Bristol April 1 Meade-King & Bigg, Bristol 
| Brearey, Hannan, Dewsbury April1 Pollard & Clough, Dewsbury 
Brrervey, Isaac, Rochdale, Gent April11 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Briervey, JANE, Rochdale April 11 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Burke, Witu1aM ALrrep, Bishop Eton, nr Liverpool, Clerk in Holy Orders April 14 
ixon & Linnell, anchester " ” 
Burr, Anne Marcaretra, Eaton place April15 Barlow & James, Lime st 
Carvey, Lean, Worthing April16 Collet & Menton, Worthing 
De Ros, Georaiana, Baroness, Eaton place Mar 28 Grover & Co, Temple 
Dean, Evizasetu, Wareham, Dorset April 15 Filliter & Son, Wareham 
Deane, Hannan, Falkner sq, Liverpool April1 Bankes, Liverpool 
Davce, ALEXANDER, King William st, Copper Smelter April 20 Druces & Atlee, Billiter 
square 
| Duxpas, Gzoraina Howarp, Hamilton-on-Forth, Devon, Tasmania April 16 Bolton & 
Co, Temple gardens 
Erskine, Eveanor Erizasetu, Cheltenham April 14 Winterbothams & Gurney, Chel- 
tenham 
Fisuer, Georce, Hutton, nr Brentwood, Essex, Farmer April 14 E F & H Landon, 
New Broad st and Brentwood 
Fivery, Joux, Middleton, Suffolk, Yeoman April 13 Southwell & Fry, Saxmundham 
ForpuaM, EvizabetH Appisox, Peterborough April 5 Gates, Peterborough 
Fow er, Caro.tine Aveusta, Preston April 2 Thompson & Craven, Preston 
GascoysE, Henry Georce, Lichfield, Esq April11 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Haut, Exiza, Regent’s pk rd April 11 Morgan & Co, Furnival’s inn 
Hieeixs, Samvet McCutzocu, Liverpool, Doctor of Medicine April 14 Lamb & Taylor, 
} Liverpool ‘ 7 
Hopaesos, Georcr, Huby, Yorks, Farmer, formerly Joiner April 12 Crumbie, York 
| Houmes, Emaa Jane, Wall, nr Lichfield April11 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Horses, Priscitia, Wall, nr Lichfield April11 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Hontiy, Katuanixe, Dover April 20 Claris, Dover 
Hewttiy, Susasnan, Dover April 20 Claris, Dover 
Jaco, Cuartes TreLawnyy, Coldrenick, Cornwall, Vice-Admiral R.N. 
& Prance, Plymout 
eae’ — ype Jane Ayaus, Berners st, Oxford st April4 Cridland & Nell, Bed- 
‘ord row 


Keisey, Tuomas Wiit1am, Kingston upon Hull, Master Mariner April 19 Shackles & 
Son, Hull 


Losrny, Eowarp Tuomas, Leicester, Watch Maker April 20 J &§ Harris, Leicester 
Manreiscrox, Marraew, Sunderland, Gent June1 Hines & Son, Sunderland 
| Menies, Wittism, Cripplegate bldgs, Fancy Warehvouseman April 15 

Morriss, Queen mg 4 

Porter, AntHur Tuomas t Collingwood, Victoria, Commission Agent il 15 
Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, Westminster : on one 

Paicktes, Sreruex, Manchester, Brush Manufacturer April 20 Chew & Co, Manchester 

weer Mg Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne April18 J G Brown & Son, Newcastl 
on iyne 

Surru, Jang, Loraine rd, Holloway April19 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn circus 

Srevens, Evizaveru, Southampton April6é Hallett, Southampton 

Tuoxr, Axs, Southville, Wandsworth rd April 5 Alderton, Edgware rd 

Tvcken, Exvizaneru, Bourton House, Berks April 23 Crowdy & Son, Faringdon 

Wuarety, Geouce Fraepunicn, Grove pk gdns, Chiswick, retired Navy 8 me { 
Mullens & Bosanquet, Queen Victorin at ‘ ae Seer 

Wirsnen, Heyey, Duke st, Aldgate, Coffee house keeper April9 Oliver, Coleman st 


April 14 Prance 


Davidson «& 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette —Peipay, Mar. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 7 _ Ord Mar? 
At tex, Gunn, The Parade, Lillie rd, Fulham, Builder 
High Court Pet Dee 22 Ord Mar7 
Basse, Eoeret, Lomdon x4, Poplar, Shiphuilder High 
Coart PAdan 2 Ord Mar7 ; 
Bazren, Bearnice Axtra, Oldewiniord, Mtourbridge, 
Oren, Corn Merchant, Surarbridge Pet Mari Ord 


Broox, Husnxy, Huddersfield, Flock Dealer Huddersfield 


Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 


i Ord Mar 4% 

Breaert, Gunor, Trwntoct, Pratayton, Cumbrid, Pari “ . 
Natlicke Pet Mar? Ord Mar? brnereed Court Pet Feb 14 ¢ 

— Nw, Dock, Glata, Hex Dealer Cardiff 


Mart Ora r7 Court 


Canter, Tnonuas, Ashreigney, Devon, Hay Merchant Barn- 
waple Pet Mar® Ord Mar 9 

Cusniron, Kowano Rawtiscs, The Pavement, West Green 
rd, Tottenham, China Dealer VAmonton Pet Mar # 


Coviaon, Juxns, Mariborough hill, late Stockbroker High 
Mar 


Davros, Axruvn, late Caledonian rd, King’s Crom High 
Pet Feb il Ord Mar & 


Bowrx, Paxxy Manta, Ludlow, Salop, China Dealer Leos | Dr Graxanos, Jonnrn, Petworth, Syssex, Pensioner Peter- 
minster Pet Mar? Ord Mar7 } 
Beioxsen., Witssam, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet Mar 


borough Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 7 


Faco, Emma Many, Edgware rd, Mantle Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Mars 
Fisuen, Jamns, Folkestone, Carpenter 

March 8 Ord March 8 


Ginsos, Henny, Birmingham, Barman Birmingham Tet 
March 9 Ord March 9 

Govvary, Kowm Gronan, Honiton, Devon, Innkeeper 
Kxeter Pet Feb 11 Ord March 7 

Guaisaun, Thomas Janus Prev, Ryde, | W, Lronmonger 
Newport and Ryde Pet March? Ord March 7 

Guvviths, Cuamee Huon, Bearborough, Jet Ornament 
Manufacturer Scarborough Pet March #& Ord 
March * 


Canterbury Pet 
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Hanaison, Davin, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 

HAYTHORNTHWAITE, Wiuiam, Lancaster, Farmer Preston 
Pet March 8 Ord March 8 


HeLLEweELL, Wim, Guidebridge, nr Manchester, 
Paint Manufacturer Ashton-under-Lyne and Staly- 
bridge Pet Feb 23 Ord March 8 

Herz, Gustave, Swansea, Lamp Dealer Swansea Pet 
March7 Ord March 7 

Lanp, ALrrep, West Ham lane, Stratford, 
High Court Pet Feb2 Ord March 9 

Lez, James, Crayford, Kent, Draper 

March7 Ord “March 7 

Lyxcu, Joun, Accrington, = Bag Dealer Blackburn 


Pet March 9 Ord Mare 

Macmx, Freperick James, Birmingham, Iron Pilate 
Worker Birmingham Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Mayon, Bexsamix, Bolton, Professor of Music Bolton 
OrdMar7 Pet Mar7 

McKenzir, W1L11aM Jou, Victoria st, Westminster, C ‘ivil 
Engineer High Court OrdJan2i Pet Mar5 

McLeax, Baixes, Darlington, Upholsterer Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Ord Mar7 Pet Mar7 

Moore, Aveustus Martiy, Strand, Editor of the Hawks 
Newspaper High Court OrdJan 21 Pet Mar 

Moreax, Epwarp, “Lozells, oe Builder Bir- 
mingham Ord Mar7 Pet ¥ 

Moss, Tuomas, Wimbledon, — ey, Builder 

Ord Feb 17 Pet Mar 4 

Noses, Joun Enowarp, Buckland, Hants, Builder 
mouth Ord Mars Pet Mars 

Norets, Josern, Glyn Nerquis, nr Mold, Flints, Gent 
Chester Ord Feb 20 Pet Mar7 

Nurrer, Jonn Witwiam, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant 
Huddersfield Ord Mar9 Pet Mar 9 

Piomer, Joun Giizert, Falmouth, Solicitor Truro Ord 
Mar5 Pet Mard 

Rocers, Tom, Newtown, Kinson, Dorset, Brick Manufac- 
turer Poole Ord Feb 24 Pet Mar7 

Suarr, George James, Gray st, Poplar, 
Court Ord Mar9 Pet Mar 9 

Susy, Sauvet, Bradford, Wilts, Hatter Bath Pet Mar9 

Mar 9 

Srusps, SamueL, Canonbury sq, 
Court Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Teague, Roserr, Mevagissey, Cornwall, Baker 
Pet MarS Ord Mar 8 

Tuomas, Witiiam, Porth, Glam, Smith Pontypridd Pet 
Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Tuorx, Tuomas, Exebridge, Brushford, 
Exeter Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Warkixs, James, Merthyr Tydfil, China Dealer Merthyr 


Contractor 


Rochester Pet 


Kingston 


Ports- 


Carman High 


Islington, Artist High 


Truro 


Somerset, Miller 


Tydtil Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Wittiams, Tuomas James, Kinnersley, Herefordshire, 
Farmer Leominster Pet Mars Ord Mar 8 

Witsoxs, Tuomas Woopcock, Bolten, nr Bradford, late 
Machinery Merchant Bradford Pet Mar 5 Ord 
Mar 5 


Woov, Racuet, Prestatyn, nr Rhyl, Flints, Widow Ban- 


gor Pet Feb 24 Ord Mars 
Woopuams, Witiiam, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler 
Birmingham Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, March 1:— 
Hype, James Wiruinotox, Wigan, Coal Proprietor Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
publishe od in the London Gazette, March 8 


Davis, Hersert, and Witiiam ALLEN Harrisoy, Renie- 


ham, Drysalters Birmingham Pet Feb 18 Ord 
Mar 3 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

A.tex, Greornvr, The Parade, Lillie rd, Fulham, Builder 
March 21 at 1 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Avstix, Georar, Market pl, East Finchley, Corn Dealer 
March 18 at 3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Brvirr, Anruvur, Romford, Essex, of no occupation March 
19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


Bort, Bexsamin Joux, New Fishbourne, nr Chichester, 
Grocer March 22 at1 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Booroy, Joun Tuomas, Leicester, Mechanic March 18 at 
12 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Brapiey, Avrrev, Blackburn, Sewing Machine Agent 
March 23 at 1 County Court house, Blackburn 

Braxsny, Tuomas, Old Radford, Nottingham, Hay Dealer 
March 18 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
tingham 

Brook, Hexny, Huddersfield, Flock Dealer March 21 at 
3 Haigh & Son, solors, 55, New st, Huddersfield 

Brooke, Tuomas, Bradford, Oil Merchant Mar 2 at 11 
Of Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Burxiey, James, Gomersal, Yorks, Wool Merchant Mar 
ZLats Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

CLank, Frank W, South Norwood, Surrey, Engineer Mar 
18 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Ornnasey, Jonny, Hunn y, Upper Fore st, Edmonton, Green- 
grocer March #1 at 3 Off Ree, 9, Temple chmbrs, 

‘emple avenue 

Croven, Ricuarp, Bournemouth, Cab Proprietor Mar 23 

Off Rec, Salisbur 

Daniet, Cunisrmas, ‘Dowlais, late Grocer 


Mar 2lats Off Reo, Merthyr Tydfil 

Dexyy, Sir Rover Anrit un, Southsea, Baronet Mar 28 
at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 


Duytnornx, Epwix Epwanp, Anfield, Lancs, Jeweller’s 


Assistant Mar 24 at3 Off Reo, 85, Victoria st, Liver- 
pool 

Finon, Kumanuns, Rock, Wores, Beerhouse Keoper Mar 
18 at 12.0 Miller ( lorbet, solicitor, Kidderminster 


Fisk, Freorniex, Long acre, Licensed Victualler Mar 18 
3 at 12 Bankrupte y bldys, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Firzen, Jemima, Worcester, Boot Dealer Mar 18 at 10 Off 
00, Worcester 
Gipps, ‘Bane, Hastings, Licensed Victualler 
12.30 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 


Mar @1 at 





Goprrey, Eow1n Grorce, Honiton, Devon, Innkeeper 
Mar 21 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Gray, Gzorer, Beaulieu ‘Manor, Hants, Farmer Mar 23 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, East st, So’ 

Grir¥itas, GrorGt STAFFORD tapen, ag < Heath, Bir- 
mingham, Gent Mar 23 at1l 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

Hamerine, Georce Epcar, Beeston, Notts, Lace Ware- 
houseman Mar 19 at 12 Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingham 

Hartcanp, Joux, Aston, Birmingham, Journeyman Car- 
penter Mar 28at11 25, oe ew row, Bi 

Hunt, Samvet Fox, Shipley, Derbyshire, Farmer Mar 18 
at12 Off Ree, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Hype, James Witnixetox, Wigan, Coal Proprietor Mar 
25at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

IsraEL, ALBERT Asu, Lilford terrace, Sedgwick rd, Leyton, 
Tailor Mar 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Jarrett, Rosert, East Croydon, Surrey, Agent for Lawn 
—— Mar 21 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Del 

Jones, Harry, Redhill, Surrey, Oil Man Mar 18 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Joxes, Roserr, Rhos, Ruabon, Denbi pie, Farm 

bourer Mar 18 at 12 Priory, Wrex 

Leg, so Crayford, Kent, Draper Mar 21 
Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Luoyp, Tuomas, Stourport, Lower Mitton, Worcs, Surveyor 
Mar 18 at 12.40 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kiddermin- 
ster 

Mayon, Beysamrx, Bolton, pga of Music Mar 19 
at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolto’ 

Mov a George, Sheffield, "eater Mar 21 at 330 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheftiel 

New, Joun "Grorae, Birmingham, Machinist Mar 21 at 11 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Norroy, Earpiey Briors, Manchester, Merchant Mar 18 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Nurrer, Jouxs Wituiam, Hudderstield, Woollen Merchant 
Mar 23 at 3 Huigh & Son, solicitors, 55, New st, Hud- 
dersfield 

Parrrick, GeorGr, Thornley, Durham, Chemist Mar 18 
at 1.30 25, John st, Sunderland 

Perrer, Cuar.es, Hastings, formerly Grocer March 21 atl 
Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 

Rawyvo.rn, Percy, Winchfield, Hants, Gent March 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Rees, H, Craven st, Strand, Financial Agent March 21 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Ricuarps, Hexry James, Scarborough, Fruiterer March 
1S at1l1 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

RosexTHALi. ABRAHAM, Walsall, Hatter March 23 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Runowe, Hesny, Tyersst, Lambeth, Van Builder March 
23 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

RusseL, Roserr Jouy, Brackley > Northampronshire, 
Auctioneer March 18 at 10.30 ‘Townhall, Brackley 

Sgarie, Wittiam George, St John’s lane, Clerkenwell, 
Printer March1S at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Saxrrwiy, Jupivus Henry, Bank bldgs, Crouch Hill, Watch- 
maker March 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn 

Sracey, Freperick Heaton, Sheffield, Grocer March 21 at 
3 Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheftield 

Sucu, Francis, Broadway. Wores, Coal Merchant 
18 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Tayior, Samvet Haroun, Nottingham, Auctioneer Mar 18 
at12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Tuorx, Taomas, Exebridge, Brushford, Somerset, Miller 
Mar 21 at11 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Travuryer, Freperick Witi1am, Gloucester crescent, Por- 
chester rd, Bayswater, Costumier Mar 2latil Bank- 

rey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Mar 18 at 11 


at 11.30 


March 


ruptey bldgs, 

Warsox, Avrert, Pontefract, Accountant 
Otf Rec, Bond terrace, Waketield 

Weise, Freveric, Bevis Marks, Wholesale Stationer Mar 
21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

Wuirer, Samvet James, Langston, nr Havant, Hants, Mar- 
ket Gardener Mar 22at12 Off Rec, Cambridge June- 
tion, High st, Portsmouth 

Wits, Tuomas Pratt, Portsea, late Secretary of Portsea 
Island Building Society Mar 22 at3 Off Rec, Cam- 
bridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Wi ON, Joun C, Lincoln's inn fields, Engineer = Wat 

2.30 Bankr uptey bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln's 

Wits sox, Tuomas Woopcock, Bolton, nr Bradford, late 
Machinery Merchant Mar 28atil Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bisnor, Grorak, Barry Dock, Glam, Boot Dealer 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Bowes, Fanyy Mania, Ludlow, ae China Dewer 
minster Pet Mar Ord M 

Brvox, Hexny, Hudderstield, Flock Dealer 
Pet Mar 7’ Ord Mar 

Carrer, Tuomas, Ashanign ney, Devon, Hay 
— 4 | he! mar? Ond es i) . 

Curt, Jony, Eas ants, € Agent Southampton 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Haro : 

Coorxa, Jouy, Hitchin, Herts, Manages of Black Lion 
Public house Luton Pet Feb 29 Ond Mar 9 

Cranrrer, Jauss, Fleet st, Publisher High Court Pet 
Sept 24 Ord Mar7 

Cunrrr, Auetia Jane, Regent st, Milliner High Court Pet 
Mar? Ord Mar? 

Dr Granavos, Josgren, Petworth, Sussex, Pensioner Poter- 


Cardiff 
Leo- 
Hudderstield 
Merchant 





borough Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar? 

Fisnen, James, Folkestone, Carpenter Canterbury Pet 
Mar? Ord Mars 

Garpner, Joun Henny, Brighton, Commission Agent 


Brighton Pet Nov 26) Ord Mar 7 
Ger, preapensc James, Walsall, Wholesale Bridle Cutter | 
alsall Pet Feb 12 Ord Mar 
* Chelmsford Pet Feb 


Han kr, Henny, Southend, Draper 
15 Ord Mars 
Hansioun, Davi», Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pot Mar 5 Ort] 
ar | 


Hayrsorstawatire, Witi1aM, Lancaster, Farmer Preston 
a ene — March 8 . oe 
e£RrzZ, Gustave, Swansea, Lamp Dealer Swansea 
Bt t Ova H ie Cheshire, t 
orxBy, Tomas Henry, » O Agen’ 
Birkenhead Pet Feb 13 Oud Macch 7 


Jouxsoy, Axwe, St Helens, Grocer Liverpool Pet March 3 
Ord March 8 


| Lee, James, Cray Kent, Draper Rochester Pet 
March Ord March , 


6 
Lyycu, Jonny, Aomiaten. Pape Bag Dealer Blackburn 
Pet March 9 
Mayou, Bexsamtx, Bolton, Professor of Music Bolton 
us Bar — 7 Ord March 7 
ic rt —— Darlington, Upholsterer Stockton on 
and Mi Pet March 7 Ord March 7 
‘ee hae — Backland, Hants, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet MarchS Ord March 8 
Priomer, Joun a, Falmouth, Solicitor Truro Pet 


March5 O 5 
Rovss, Cuarues, Stoke by Bertent seed Blacksmith 
Ipswich Pet March 3 Ord Marc! 
, King’s oan Builder High 


Roya, Wit.iam, Brewery rd. 
Court Pet Jan18 Ord March 7 
Sanpox, Epwarp, Southampton, Builder Southampton 


Pet Feb 13 Ord March 9 
Searce, Wittiam Georce, St John’s lane, Clerkenwell, 


Printer High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord March 7 

Siiey, Samvec, Bradford, Wilts, Hatter Bath Pet March 

Ss : “— ange TERE 5, Senaien, High 

TUBBS, SAMUEL, onbury Artist 

Court Pet March9 Ord 

Srocxs, Epwis, and Watrer nal Baildon, Ouley, 
Yorks, Silk D: Leeds Pet FebS Ord Mars 

Tayior, Samugt Harowp, ee Auctioneer Not- 
ingham Pet Mar4 Ord M 

Teacue, Rosert, Mevagissey, - dS Baker Truro 
Pet Mar 8 Ord Mars 

Tuomas, WILLIAM, —, Glam, Smith Pontypridd Pet 
Mar9 Ord Mar 

Tuors, Tomas, Exebridge, pees, Somerset, Miller 
Exeter Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

Warktys, James, Merthyr : “China Dealer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Mar9 Ord 

Wisoy, Tuomas Woopcock, Bolton, nr Bradford, Machinery 
Merchant Bradford Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar5 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 


lished in the London Gazette, Mar. 1 
The ame amended notice is substituted + oad that pub- 
ang- 
ham, Drysalters Birmingham Pet Feb 18 Ord 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
urne Pet Maril Ord Mar ll 
—_~* Watrer, Stroud, Glos, Carpenter Gloucester 
Manufactui 
Jeweller Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
Brazenpate, Witiram Hewry, Chester, Grocer Chester 
Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 
Carox, Atrrep, Birling, Kent, Licensed Victualler Maid- 
Ord Mar 12 
10 Ord Mar 10 
Agent 
Dray, Groner, 
Dinoxp, Joux, Honiton, Devon, Grocer 
ll Ord 1 
Pet Feb il Ord Mar u 
Eus, Frank, 
Wi » Pet Mar 1h * Oa M 
Fucxer, Gaosen James, Norns, Berks, Carrer 
maker Neath Pet Marli Ord 
Goovat., Preven James, and Rowrm Teere, High st 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 9 
Ss, Nursery- 


Hyok, James Wiruisetox, Wigan, Coal Dedguieter Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
ed in the London Gazette, 
Davis, Hersert, and Wititiam Attes Harersoy, Birmi 
Mar 5 
London Gazette—Tvrspay, Mar. 15. 
Acxermax, Epwarp, Saltmead, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 
Pet Feb 23 
a Geroree, Seaford, Sussex, Builder Lewes and East- 
Bansister, Grorce ys Ventnor, Godshill, I W, 
Builder Newport and Ryde Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 12 
Mari2 Ord Mar 12 
Braxemors, Hveu Hexey, Birmingham, uring 
Bosomworts, Jony, Picture Dealer Leeds Pet Mar 
ll ril 
Pet Mari Ord Mar 10 
Burnovens, Farperick, Roydon, Norfolk, Miller Ipswich 
CaLperBank, Joseen, and Wriuiam Cacversaxx, Pember- 
ton, Lancs, Joiners Wigan Pet Maril Ord Mar ll 
stone Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 12 
Cantyie, Peres, Falmouth, Engineer Truro Pet Mar 12 
Cocks, Freperick, Barry, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet Mar 
Daxry, ‘an Swanwick, Derbyshire, Insurance 
Derby Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Padiham, Lanes, Cotton Manufacturer 
Burnley Pet Mar10 Oni Mar 10 
Exeter Pet Mar 
Mar 1 
Th ig Cuarces, and Acager Lous Dusxtve 
€ 
Eoa, James, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet 
Mar 11° Ord Mar 11 
— Market Ganiener 
Fiske, Euwa, Bury St Edmunds, ou! of business Bury St 
Edmunds Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Newbury Pet Marll Ord Mar ll 
Furrwraneier, Francis Apoura, —. eae Watch- 
Fusse.., Hexey Joux Gress, Newport, Moa, Compositor 
Newport, Mon Pet Mari2 Oni Mar 2 
Camden Town, Court Pet Mar 
1 Onl Mar 10 ‘ 
Gueex, A Macvornet:, Broadstairs, Kent Canterbury 
¥ 
Grosvenor, Anrnun Janes, Cheddleton, 
man Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall wy Mare Oni 


Mar? 
QGurwris, Tomas, wel, Lanes, Joiner Buraley Bet 
H ~y ge by + —*y Yub, Pall Mall, Claud Proprieter 
ant, B, nionist Clu au 
High Court Pet Feb 29 Oni Mar 11 
Havewros, Aarox, Godley, Cheshire, Ruder Ashtoa 
under Lyne and bridge Pet Marii Ord Mar ll 


Hayes, Anseve Cuanies Ropeat Peacy, late & John’s 
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Park, Upper Mey mer i late Clerk to Meat Salesman 
h Court Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 
Hosic, Henry, Vauxhall walk, Lambeth, Baker’s Manager 
Court Pet Mari0 Ord Mar 10 
Hossoy, Joszpx, Gt Dockray, Penrith, Cumbrid, Hotel 
eeper Carlisle Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 

Hovstoy, Jonn, Darlington, Baker sy on Tees and 
Middles' borough Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 1 

Hucxs, yon Brighton, Hotel Keeper Brighton Pet 
Mar 10 10 


Humsy, Jonx Moore, Southam: =. tate ae South- 
ampton Pet Mari12 Ord 
Joxes, WILLIAM, sen, and Wastin Joxes, jun, Sutton 
ler Brailes, W: , Farmers ury Pet 
Maril Ord Mar 11 
Kitaiyster, Wiiiiam, Chalford, —, Glos, Bootmaker 
Gloucester Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 1 
Ker, aie Bootle, House Furnisher Liverpool Pet 
Febi11 Ord Mar 9 
Kyieurt, ;o. Tuomas, Milton, Staffs, Farmer Hanley, 
Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
Ledeen Witt14m §, Stockton on Tees, Auctioneer Stock- 
tonon Tees Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 10 
Loxton, Hewny, Treherbert, Glam, Boot Maker Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 10 ’ Ord Mar 10 
ME tor, Tuomas Henry, South Crosland, nr oe. 
Farmer Huddersfield Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 1 
Mityer, Epwarp Jouy, Leeds, Solicitor’s Clerk Leeds 
Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Newsnoime, Wittiam James, Bradford, > aaa Tra- 
er Bradford Pet Marii Ord Mar 
O’Coyxor, Joun, Liverpool rd, Islington, Theatrical Man- 
i — h Court Pet Mar 11 Ord} = Pa 
LEY, Jou, Eastbourne, Greengrocer Eastbourne Pe’ 
Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Patrex, Joszru, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
North me Carpenter 
orcester Pet Mar 12 ‘Ord Mar 
Pratt, Henry, Bluntisham, Hunts, Baker 
Pet Mar 10 r10 
PurssEit, Joux Rocer, The Albany, Camberwell, Builder 
h Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 9 
Ricnes, Henry, Hingham, Norfolk, Miller Norwich Pet 
Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 
Rosgrtsox, Witi1am, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Boot 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Rowzayps, Witu1am Lioyp, Williams — Glam, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 1 
Saypersox, Georce, Gateshead, Butcher 
Tyne Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Grorce, Barnby Dun, nr Doncaster, 
d Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Suaw, Georce, Horsham, Sussex, Builder 
Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Smuitn, Gzorce Lewis, Hawkesley rd, Stoke Newington, 
Clerk to Estate Agent Edmonton Pet Maril Ord 
Mar 11 


Pungeres, ArTruur Davis, 


Peterborough 


Newcastle on 


Snaw, Farmer 


Brighton Pet 


Switn, Henry Watrer, formerly Lower Richmond rd, 
Putney h Court Pet Feb18 Ord Mar 10 

een Anne st, M.D., M.R.C.P., M.R.C.S., 
Physician High Court Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

Tayor, saaaeen, West Fe rd, Millwall, Export Tank 
Manuf: High Court Pet Mar 12° Ord Mar 12 

Tepes, Ricnarp, an Chemist’s Agent Leeds Pet Mar 
10 Ord Mar 1¢ 


Taitrox, E W, Old Broad st High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Mar 10 


Tcuspriper, Joux, Billericay, Essex, Grocer Chelmsford 
Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 
Warptz, Hesny, Gaythorn, Manchester, Builder Man- 
chester Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 11 
Witxrssox, Georce, and Jonun Hewsry Jamieson, Great 
= by, Plumbers Great Grimsby Pet Feb 22 Ord 
rg 
Wrrirams, Witi1am Covrtsey Pace, Liverpool, Goldsmith 
Liverpool Ord Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 
Wricut, Axx Manta, Dewsbury, General Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 
The —— amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Feb. 16 :— 
Deaxe, F G, Campbell rd, Twickenham, Builder Brentford 
Pet Dee3 Ord Feb9 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Lispsay, Rovert Somme Akt, Poultry High Court Rec 
Febi11 Rese March 
ar MEETINGS. 


Battie, Rorerr, London yard, Poplar, Shipbuilder Mar 
Bankru 
Barrrox, Joux James, 
2B 


at ll ptey blds, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
South Stockton, Watchmaker Mar 
at3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Bevstox, Jamrs, Nelson, Lanes, Potato Macdhent Mar 
atl Exe e Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Catpgrsasx, Joszrn, and Wiiiiam | = Fecncron M late of 
Pemberton, nr Wigan, Joiners Mar 25 at 11 16, Wood 


Tayner, Jou, 


——- Agrnur Exuasves Bascrort, Stretford, Lancs, 


Maker Mar 24 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, 
i . Manchester 
Cuapwick, Josern, — Iron Merchant Mar 25 at 11 | 
Off 22, Park rc | 


Leeds 

CovcLsox, pa Edbecous hill, late Stockbroker Mar 
B at 2.90 Bankruptcy pidge, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Dax, Jonx, Swanwick, hire, Insurance Agent 
Mar 2 at2.00 Off x "Bt. ames’s chinbrs, Derby 

Day, Nicnoras, Old Swan, nr Liverpool, Clothier Mar 
Wat22 Off Rec, 25, Victoria a, Liverpool 

De Grawavos Josern, Petworth See, Pensioner Mar 
Ziati2 Law Courts, New borough 

er > Joux, Honiton, Devon, cae "ie % at 11.30 

Off Ree, 12, Bedford cir, Exeter 
Devesxoxn, Curistorure, and Fraxcis Devunoxn, Hulme, 





2 hoe Manufacturers Mar 2% at 3.00 
— chibrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Kas, wy be, B th, Builder Mar 25 at 
12.0 Ree, Bali 


isbury 
Yrresizy, Tuonas, Nottingham, late Provision Dealer } 





pee 22 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 
Fisner, James, Folkestone, Carpenter Mar 25 at 9.30 Off 
Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterb 
GARBUTT, Dantet, 1. Guisborough, Yorks, late Grocer Mar 
23 at 3 Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Giicurist, CAMPBELL, Fortess rd, Kentish ae Surgeon 
Mar 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey » Lincoln’s 


inn 

Grauam, W, Ashley grdns, Westminster Mar 25 at 2.30 
Bankru: bldes. Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GRAINGER, omas James Pirt, Ryde, I W, Ironmonger 
Mar 22 at 11 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I W 

Grasporrr, Cart Hermann WILHELM, Newport, Mon, 
Broker Mar 22 at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank 
chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Harrison, Davin, Leeds, Tailor Mar 23 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Harriey, Grorce, Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, Boot Dealer 
Mar 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Hassett, GzorGe, Woodberry vement, Stamford hill, 
Draper Mar 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

HeEnrsert, ina, Roath, Cardiff, Enamel Manufacturer 
Mar 24 at 12 of Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

HirscxrieiD, Henry, Upper Bedford pl, Bloomsbury sq, 
Mar 23 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

HirscuriE.p, Newuie E, Upper Bedford pl, Bloomsbury sq, 
Spinster Mar 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Ho.iinesHeaD, Joun, High Holborn, Music Hall Proprie- 
tor Mar 25 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Horysy, Tuomas Henry, Hoylake, Cheshire, Agent Mar 
30 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Joxes, DANIEL, Cwmbach, Aberdare, Glam, Tailor Mar 
24at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Ty 

Jupp, WILLIAM, West Walton, Norfolk, Miller Mar 26 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 

Lacey, Heyry Tous, esham, Bucks, Boot Manufacturer 
March 23 at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

La Fim Water Hewry, formerly of Golden lane, 
Cork Sock Manufacturer March 24at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lyncu, JOHN, Accrington, Paper Beg De Dealer March 23 at 
1.30 County Court House, Black 

McDowa.t, Witu1am Davin, High rd, Tottenham, Draper 
March 23 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

McKenzie, Wit11Am Jonny, Victoria st, Westminster, Civil 
Engineer March 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Mippietrox, Louis -Rosert, Brotton, _ Innkeeper 
March 23 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbo a 

Moss, a. As, Wimbledon, Surrey, Builder March 22 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Orcuarp, Tuomas, Tondu, nr Bridgend, Geen? Postmaster 
March 22at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Peacock, Arruur JAMEs, "New Oxford st, Silversmith 
March 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs,* Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Pickerinc, Jouy Apptesy, Middlesborough, Shipping 
Clerk March 23 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mi Mes. 
borough 

PLomeEr, Joun GItBe rt, Falmouth, ne March 22 at 
12.30 Off Rec wen st, 

Pratt, Hewry, Bluntisham, he, Baker March 31 at 
12.15 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Rocers, Tom, Newtown, Kinson, Dorset, Brickmaker 
March 23 at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

RUSSELL, 
ture Dealer Mar 24 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

Suinvap, Aaron, Leeds, Grocer Mar 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Skuse, Epuenp Georce, Stoke next Guildford, Surrey, 
Pie Mar 23 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
ri 

TEAGUE, Tecser, Mevagissey, Cornwall, Baker Mar 22 at 


11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
THompson, THomas BuRNELL, West Hartlepool, Tinsmith 
Mar 22 at 1.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 


Wuitwet., ArTuur Epwarp, Bramley, nr Leeds, Market 
Gardener Mar24at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Witiiams, Jor, Blackmill, nr Bridgend, Glam, Colliery 
Owner Mar 22at12 Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Woop, James, Fenton, Stoke upon Trent, Brick Manu- 
facturer Mar 23 at 10 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke 
upon Trent 

The following amended notices are substituted for those 

published in the London Gazette, Mar. 8 :— 


Braver, Joux Evwarp, Seatss, Innk 
at3 Haigh & Sons, solicitors, New st, Huddersfield 
Hirst, Samven Herman, , Woollen Merchant Mar 

16 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
McKay, Roserr, Leeds, "Plasterer ’ Mar 16 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atiex, Guornce, The Parade, Lillie rd, Fulham, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord March’ 12 


Baxyister, Geonck Henry, Ventnor, Godshill, I.W., 
—. Newport and Ryde Pet’ March 12 Ord 
re 


Bexxett, Tien Stroud, on Carpenter Gloucester 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 
Leeds Pet 


Bosomwortu, Joun, — 
March 11 Ord March 
Braxssy, Tuomas, Old Hadford, Nottingham, Hay Dealer 
. Nottingham Pet Feb 17 March 10 
cReovucnes, Freprrick, Fang Nevtolk. “Miller Ipswich 
Pet March 9 Ord Marts 
Bysun, Jouy, Pm ved gh Lower Clapton High Covrt Pet 


Picture Dealer 


eb 23 
CALDERBANK, Josern, AL Wiursam Carvenpank, yoniee. 
mn, pam J Wigan Pet March Ord 
re! 





James Beysamin, Greenheys, Manchester, Furni-- 











Capon, Aurrep, Birling, Kent, Licensed Victualler Majg. 
stone Pet March12 Ord March 12 
» Engineer Truro Pet Mam) 


CARLYLE, Peter, Falmouth, 
Cc = =: Cast st, Ki d, Lond: Hairdresser 
HETTLE, FRED, e mdon, i 
“ at Ord March 3 
Cardiff Py 


Portsmouth Pet Nov 21 

Cocks, FREDERICK, ae as Builder 
March 10 Ord March 

Dakiy, Jouy, Swanwick, , ae hire, Insurance Agent 
Derby Pet March 10° Ord March 10 

Dray, Grorcr, Padiham, Lancs, Cotton Manufacture 
Burnl Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

De Latour, F., Chapel Vaults, Gower S ‘Wine Merchant 

h Court’ Pet Feb1 Ord March 1 

Dimonp, Jouyx, Honiton, - apema total Exeter Pet 
March 10 Ord March 1 

Duytuorne, Epwinx oo. Anfield, Lancs, Jewellers 
Assistant Liverpool Pet Feb 3 Ord March 12 

Eyms, Frank, Fy tate Evesham, — Garden 


orcester rch 11 Ord March 1 
Fiske, Euma, B 
Edmuni 






jury St Edmunds, out of Business Bury & 
ds Pet March 12 Ord March i 


Gnees. 5 am, am, 
12 


Ey Cart Hermann WiLHELM, Newport, Mon, Ship 
Broker a ay Mon Pet Feb 23 Ord March 12 
me ig Jou ILLIAM, ame ag ae Cutter Bris. 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March 
Sieuaa Exon, Artaur JAMEs, Cheddleton, Staffs, Nursery. 
stemtey, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet March 9 
Ord: March 


GuTHRIE, tell Nelson, Lancs, Joiner Burnley Pe 
Mareh9 O rch 10 


Hayes, Artuur CuHaries Ropert Percy, late St. John’s 
pk, Upper Holloway, late Clerk to’ en Salesmen 

igh Court Pet March9 Ord Marc 

Hosic, Henry, Vauxhall wk, beth, ‘paker’s Manager 

h Court Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Hopsson, Joszern, Gt Dockray, Penrith, Cumbrid, Hotd 
Keeper Carlisle Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Hoae, Georcr Scort, Bedlington, “pe Tailor 
Newcastle-on-Tyne Pet Feb 29 Ord March 1 

Hoiuayp, Arruur sm, Clerkenwell m4 Tea Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord March 

Hovston, Jonny, Darlington, Baker Stockton-on-Tees ial 

iddlesborough Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Hussy, Joun Moore, Southampton, Photographer South- 
ampton Pet March12 Ord March 12 

Huster, ALEXANDER Epwarp, Gt Eastern Hotel, Liver. 
pool st, Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Feb 10 
Ord March 10 

Hurcuins, Georce Joun, Paternoster -, ae to 
Carriers High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord March 10 

Israrct, ALberT Asn, Lilford terr, Sedgewick * Leyton, 
Tailor High Court Pet FebS Ord March 1 

JaBrett, Rosert, East Croydon, Surrey, Agent for Lawn 
Mowers Croydon FetJan30 Orc ‘March 10 

JErYRIES, WILLIAM Seymour, Goodwood villas, Southfields 
rd, Wandsworth, late Hop Ale Manufacturer Wands- 
worth Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 19 

a CuarLtes Epwarp, Waterloo place, Pall Mall, 
Publisher High Court Pet May 7, 1891 Ord Mar * 


+ RE: Pet 


Kirsy, Harriet, Bury 8t Edmunds, Baker Bury & 
$dmunds Pet Jan 22 Ord Mar 11 
Kyicut, Joun Tuomas, Milton, Staffs, Farmer Hanley, 


Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
Kwnotiys, Freperick Ropert, Eccleston sq, of no occupa- 
tion High Court Pet Dec1 Ord Mar 10 
Lacey, Henry Jonny, Chesham, cs nad Manufacturer 
Aylesbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 
Loxroy, Henry, Treherbert,  teeagg Boot Maker Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
Macuis, Freperick James, Birmingham, Iron Plate 
Worker Birmingham Pet Mar 9 Ord r10 
McNei.ty, Jonny, Liverpool, Hardware Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet Jan 30 Ord Mar 10 
MEL LOR, Tuomas Henry, South Crosland, nr Huddersfield, 
‘armer Huddersfield Pet Mar 12 ‘Ord Mar 12 
Mityer, Epwarp Jouy, saa, Solicitor’s Clerk Leeds 
Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 1 
Morcay, Epwarp, Te Ig a Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 
Kingston 


Moss, Tuomas, Wimbledon, ico * Builder 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Mar 12 

New, Joun Vie: , Machinist Birmingham 
Pet Feb5 Ord Mar 12 

NEWSHOLME, owis LIAM a Bradford, —~; - anes 's Travel- 
ler Bradford Pet Mar ii Ord Mar 1 


Puitrorts, Arrnur Davis, North iran, Carpenter 
Worcester Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 12 


Pixe, Harry, i Hants, Builder Winchester 
Pet Feb10 Ord ll 

Pitkinetroy, Witttam Barnarv, Huddersfield, Solicitor 
Huddersfield Pet Feb16 Ord Mar 12 

Poage, foxes, Bluntisham, Hunts, Baber Peterborough 

Mar 9 Ord Mar 10 

Poopy, Aus, > 5h Ham, Somerset, Grocer Yeovil Pet 
an 25 

Ricues, ge Hingham, Norfolk, Miller Norwich Pet 
Mar 1 Ord Mai 


Rone ‘icon re. Lombard st, Financial Agent 


Court Pet Feb18 Ord Maril 
ee - son, Wittiam, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Boot 
Manufacturer High Co Pet Mar 10 "Ord Mar 12 


Unlon ct, Old Broad st, 
Finance gal Agent High Court Pet Jan26 Ord Mar 10 

Roorrs, Tom, Newtown, Kinson a as Manu- 
facturer ‘Poole Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 

Rosentuart, Apranam, Walsall, Hatter 1 valsall Pet 
March 1° Ord March 10 

RowLanps, Ww. LIAM —— D, Williams ha aN Glam, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet March 12 Ord March 1 

ey Groran, Gateshead, Butcher 


Rosinsox, Samuct EpenezeR, 


* Newcastle on 


Tyne Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Ganzi, ALorRyox, Titchfield, Hants, Gent Portsmouth 
Pet Oct 27 Ord March 11 

Scorr, Danigt, ii A Staffs, Pues Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet Feb 22 


Ord March 8 
Scrivenen, Gnoncu, Newbold, Dessqentte, Tailor Chester- 
field Pet March 2 Ord March 
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Suanr, Georce James, Gray st, + Carman High 
Court Pet March9 Ord March 1 

Saw, oT Barnby Dun, nr Doncaster, Farmer Shef- 

field Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

. GrorGe, Horsham, Sussex, Builder Brighton Pet 
Mare h10 Ord March 10 

Surrn, GEORGE Lewis, Hawkesley rd, Stoke Newington, 
Clerk to Estate Agent Edmonton Pet March11 Ord 
March 11 


T,xweER, JOHN, Queen Anne st, M.D., M.R.C.P., M.R.C.S., 
Physician High Court Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Parvos, Casares, West xerry rd, Millwall, Export Tank 
Man 


acturer High Court Pet March 12 Ord 

Tesss, Ricnarp, Leeds, Chemist’s Agent Leeds Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 

TravuTNER, Freperick Wi.iam, Gloucester cres, Por- 

chester rd, Bayswater, Costumier High Court Pet 


Feb 27 Ord March 10 
TuxsripGE, JOHN, Billericay, Essex, Grocer Chelmsford 
Westminster 


March 12 


Pet March 10 Ord Mare 10 

Waker, J Lestiz, Grosvenor mansions, 
High Court Pet Aug 26 Ord March 10 

Ware, W1i.14M, Seamington, St Michael, Somerset, Farmer 
Yeovil Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 20 

Wuirtr, Tuomas, Chalford, Aston Rowant, Oxon, Farmer 
‘Aylesbury Pet Feb 13 Ord March 10 

Wricut, ANN Marra, Dewsbury, General Dealer Dews- 
bury Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

The at amended notice is substituted for + ae pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of October 1 

Acrox, Epwix Witi1am, Manchester, Clothing Seat 

turer Manchester Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 12 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

March 23.—Dovetas Youna, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Leasehold Investment (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 356). 

March 25.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 355). 

March dh. “Messrs. FuuiE r, Horsey, Sons, & CassEty, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Copyhold and Leasehold 
Pro; perties (cee advertisement, this week, P- 355). 





All letters intended for piltheition 4 in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
in wrapper, 53s. SoLtcrrTors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 





0 TRUSTEES wail CAPITALISTS. — 

Seven valuable Freehold First Ground-Rents in the 
City of Manchester (created 1840), amounting to £780 per 
annum ; price, 25} years’ purchase.—Apply, Mr. Pitre, 
22, Brazennose-street, Manchester. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, "and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, Mar. 22 | Tuesday, May 31 | Tuesday, Aug. 9 
Tuesday, Mar. 29 | Tuesday, June 14 | Tuesday, Aug. 16 
Tuesday, April5 | Tuesday, June 21 Tuesday, Aug. 23 
Tuesday, April 12 | Tuesday, June 28 | Tuesday, Oct. 4 





Tuesday, April 26 | Tuesday, July 5 Tuesday, Oct. 18 
Tuesday, May 3 Tuesday, July 12 Tuesday, Nov. 1 
Tuesday, May 10 | Tuesday, July 19 Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, May 17 | Tuesday, July 26 Tuesday, Dec. 6 


Tuesday, May 24 | Tuesday, Aug. 2 
Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
er, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, 
= Business Premises to be Let or Soli by private contract 
ublished on the 1st of each month, and can be obtained 
essrs. Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, 
Botats Agents, Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 

London, E.C. Telephone No. 1,508. 


HOLBORN. 

Freehold Ground-rent of £60 per annum, amply secured 
upon the substantial, well-lighted modern shop and busi- 
hess premises, 11, Great Turnstile, comprising a large 
ground floor shop and basement, with three floors of 
offices over, and covering a ground area of about 820 
square feet. Leased for 90 years at the above ground- 
rent, and now estimated to be worth £200 per annum. 

ME ISSRS. DEBENHAM, *TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL, at the 

MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 29, at TWO, the above 

excellent FREEHOLD ‘GROUND-RENT. 

Particulars of Messrs. K ~ gees — & Co., Solici- 

= 1. cate Strand; and of the Auctioneers, 80, 

2, 





CITY OF LONDON. 
Excellent Freehold Investments. i ge Proshold Senha 


of £70 per annum, amply d upy- 
~ 2 a > a emery also substantial Freehold. 


let on lease a‘ EBENHA 
| ESSRS. DEB NHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL, at the 
MART, on TUESDAY, APRIL 5, at TWO, in Two Lots, 
a FREEHO LD GROUND-RENT, ampl secured w four 
bu tings, Fleet street, produc Riper spoon Fort 

i lucing rack-ren’ £250 

annum ; also the substential Freehold Four-storey feumioes 
adjoining, let on lease for seven, 14, or 21 years from 
aan 1878, at £275 for the first five years, and £300 per 

um afterwards. 


“Soclioainns and conditions of sale of Messrs. ote, 
Solicitors, 11, Maiden-lane, Cannon - street ; of Messrs. 
Chambers & Sons, Architects, lla, College-hill ; and of the 
Auctioneers, 80, . Cheapside. 

ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting "Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Pro and Investments generally, is 

published on the first day of each month, and ma 

Resneh, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, a 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. —Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 
days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


Important Wharf Property, on the Thames, at Blackfriars, 
by a As — ry 68ft., - an area of about 


ith possessio 
{ ESSRS. ‘TULLER, HORSEY, SONS & 
4 CASSELL are instructed sf the Executors of the 
late Robert Thornton, Esq., to SE oy AUCTION, at the 
ae Mpeg go E.C., on FRIDAY, MARCH 25 25, 
y, in One Lot, a valuable and extensive 
COPY HO PROPERTY Y (equal to to freehold), known as 
Albion Wharf, Hi kfriars, situate adjacent 
to the Blackfriars aed Station of the L. C. & D. Ry. 
The buildings, which are adapted to any manufacturing 
business, comprise a ious ground floor warehouse, 178ft. 
by 66ft. =. —— ly used as an oes shop, four 
brick and corrugated 8 stores, and dwelling-house with 
offices. The property is copyhold of the nor of Old 
en, Southwark, and there are no quit rents or 
fines on alienation or death, so that it is to all practical 


Paley te freehold. 

te ay | 4a 4 orders to be obtained of the Auctioneers, 
had of Messrs. Arkcoll & Cockell, Solicitors, 

ont i dee S.E. ; at the Mart ; and of the Auctioneers, 

ll, Beier-cquese, EC, 








‘BLACKFRIARS. 
A secure Copyhold Investment, comprising a fully-licensed 
Public-house, let on a long lease at £75 annum. 
ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS & 
CASSELL are instructed bi ong Executors of the 
late Robert Thornton, Esq., to SEL AUCTION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on rR DAY, MARCH 25, 
at TWO precisely, a valuable COPYHOLD ‘PROPERTY 
(equal to Freehold), consisting of a fully-licensed public- 
house, known as “ The Founders’ Arms,”’ 56, Holland-street, 
Blackfriars. Let on lease to Messrs, Daun & Vallentin 
ogee og! for an unexpired term of 49} —, atan annual 
rent of £75, lessees pa tgoings and 
May be viewed b an fan be obtained of i ee 
and particulars he as in preceding atve erti 
"LAMBETH. 
In Chancery.—Thorn v. nape —Three Leasehold Dwell- 


MESSES. FULLER. H HORSEY, SONS & 
CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY, 
MARCH 25th, at TWO cisely, in Three Lots, the 

LEASEHOLD DWELLING-HOUSES, known as Nos 
28, 29, and 30, Lambeth-square, Lower Marsh, each contain- 
ing eight rooms, and let on yearly tenancies at an aggregate 
rental of £88 per annum. Held for unexpired terms of 
about eight years at a ground-rent of £8 8s. each house. 

May be viewed by orders, and particulars had of Messrs. 
Troutbeck & Barnes, Solicitors, 11, Victoria-street, West- 
minster; at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Billiter- 
square, E.C. 








SITTINGBOURNE, KENT. 
Leasehold Cement Works. With i 
ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS , & 
CASSELL are instructed to SELL by Ww CTION, at 
the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on W. EDNES- 
DAY, APRIL 20th, 1892, at TWO o lock recisely, in 
One Lot, the valuable LEASEHOLD PROPE TY, known 
as the Dolphin Cement Works, situate on the Milton Creek, 
with frontage thereto of about 310 feet, occupying an area 
of about 7} acres, and capable at present of producing —_ 
4,500 tons per annum, which output could, by a small outla: 

be considerably increased. The buildings comprise mi 
of two floors, 46 feet by 20 feet, cement stores, engine and 
boiler pa pa two drying joors, two chimney 
smiths’ and ters’ shops, office, manager’s house, and 
two cottages. e plant and machinery, which includes 
six burning kilns * up to thirty tons capacity, wash mull, 
slurry elevator, four settling backs up to 2,000 tons of slurry, 
well pumps, grinding mill with 11 edge runne: elevators 
and sifting machines, three Cornish boilers, two horizontal 
engines, water-wheel, &c., will be included in the h 
Held on three leases for an unexpired term of about thirty- 
two years, at ground-rents amounting to £65 10s, per 


annum. 
i with conditions fof sale, may be r% on the 


remises; at the Mart; of Messrs. Harris & Harris, 
Rolicitors, Sittingbourne: and of Messrs. Fuller, Horsey, 
Sons, & » il, Billiter-square, London, E.C, 











ae ee. 
DM 2sses. it ELLIS & SON are directed’ to 


DAY, APRIL 5th, at TWO o'clock 
stantial FREEHOLD * WAREHOUSE PROP: No. 
val the Fen- 


81, Fenchurch-street, a uable situation near 
oo a ee 
uce, corn, win consisting 
show and weno & and dry base- 


rooms, Wii 
ment, having a floor space of about 2,700 square feet, speci- 
all ene Ser So ee. ee pee onda om type, 

th conditions of sale, ma rae - 


of Messrs. 
the Mart; and of Mere: His & Son, Anctonccre and 
Surveyors, 45, , Fenchurch-street 


Good Freehold Investm: 
ESSRS. ELLIS & SON pa directed to 
J SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUES- 
DAY, APRIL 5th, at rae fas 3 precisely, i NOES vee 
Lots, FOUR 5 Bom LD RESIDEN way 
aay situate. Ue: 21, 4 and 220, The Grov: 
erd’s-bush, Uxbri oad 


estes ecto Railway Stations. ey are well 
—_ comprising the = similar accommodation— 
ve bed, bath, and d and 





rooms, "excellent dotnestic offi offices, and — 1 gardens. 
Nos. 214, 216, and 218 are in the occupation of 
tenants of long standing at the respective low rents oan £56, 
£50, and £50, br but of the estimated value of £65 per house. 
Vacant possession will be given of No. 220. May be 
viewed b wk | orders only. 

particulars, with conditions of sale, may be had 

of Messrs FSimect, Poynd ler, & Whatley, Solicitors, 27, x* 
of Mr. Willmott, House Agent, 
Goldhawk-road, W.; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Ellis & & 
Son, Auctioneers, 45, Fenchurch-street. 


ey GROVE. 
pation or Investment. 
ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are instructed 
to Fat gang ay ft CTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
JESDAY, APRIL 5th, 1892, at TWO 
ia doe preciney, the the capital FREEHOLD double-fronted 
NCE, Cam! 





RESID 0. 106, ~grove, containing six 
bed rooms, three reception rooms, and the usual 
offices ; garden, with two greenhouses, and tennis 


lawn. With possession. 

For ange yg and plans to Messrs. 
Schmettau, & Co., Solicitors, 31, 
the Mart, E.C.; and to Messrs. Ellis & Son, Auctioneers 
and Surveyors, 45, Fenchurch-street, City. 


ROTHERHITHE. 
By direction of the Executors of the late Charles Raven- 
beg ny eterna Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting 


to £212 ESSRS 3 32 Lots. 
BAKER & SONS will SELL by 
eo CTION, at the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, 
MARCH 25, at TWO, in 32 

The FIRST PORTION of the ROTHERHITHE ESTATE, 
comprising Freehold Ground-Rents, os to £212 per 
annum, amply secured upon 125 well-built dwelling- 
situate in Bilwood-street and Bracton-road, Rotherhithe, o 
the rack rental value of £3,000 per annum, offering capital 
investments to trustees and others. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had at the 
Mart; of Messrs. Snow, Snow, & Fox, Solicitors, 7, Great 
St. Thomas A: Apostle, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, 
EA C.; and of the Auctioneers, ll, Queen Victoria-street, E. Cc. 





KNIGHTSBRIDGE, 8.W. 

By order of Mr. Justice Chitty.—In an action Marriott 
Cobbett, 1887, M., No. 1,949.—Marriott Estate.—Second 
Portion. Important Sale of Freehold and Leasehold Pro- 
perties and Ground-rents, producing an income of about 

£1,250 per annum, and offering to trustees and capitalists 
Se estments of a first-class character. 

NEO. GOULDSMITH, SON, & CO. will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, Be. on TUESDAY, the 5th APRIL, at TWO o'clock 

Sa y, ‘in 46 Lots, valuable FREEHOLD GROUND- 
ENTS, amounting to £334 8s. per annum, amply sec 

upon 38 dwelling-houses and including two fully- 

licensed public-houses and a situate in Mont- 
lier-square and the adjacent streets, with reversions in 

rom 7j to 36} years to the rack rentals of the properties, 
estimated at £1,549 per annum. Also 19 Freehold and 

—— Residences, and = stables, let on — and to 

monthly tenants, — in Montpelier-square, Montpelier- 

row, Rutland-street, Montpelier-place, = a, 

mews, Rnightsbridge, producing (with the value 

of one house in amounting to £956 per 
annum. The various properties may be viewed by per- 
mission of the as tenants. 

Particulars conditi 


6, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C.; at the 

Mart: and at the Auctioneer’s Offices, 2, 

grave-square, 8.W. RAS ms 

REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 

FOSTER & CRAN- 


nnt-street, Bel- 


ESSRS. H. E. 
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HOLLOWAY. 

The Settled Land Act, 1882.—By order or the Tenant for 
Life.—A valuable lon ng Leasehold Estate, comprising 29 
private Residences and a Shop, producing £1,460 10s. per 
annum, and Leasehold Ground Rents amounting to 


£69 8s. 6d. f ae } 
R. DOUGLAS YOUNG will SELL the 
above by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhou<e- 
yee BC, on WEDNESDAY, MARCH 323, 1892. at TWO 
cialenk prosiaaly, $2 the following attractive HOUSES in 
H ‘ord-road, N., each containing eight rooms, wash- 
house, offices, and — gardens; also improved Leasehold 
Ground Rents, very amply secured : 








2 * : Pro- Ground 
4 Situation. ducing Term. | Rent. 
> £s.d. £8. d 
1 139, Hungerford-road, N.........40 0 0 68} yrs. 200 
2143, Hungerford-road, N.........38 0 0 68} yrs.2 0 0 
3 Leasehold Ground Rents, se- 
= on 135, 137, and 141, 
ungerf -) x 10 16 0 68} yrs. 
4 Leasehold Ground Rent, se 
cured on the Hungerford 
Arms Tavern ... 18 4 6, 68} yrs. 
5 147, Hungerford-road 45 © O 68 yrs.0 16 0 
6 Leasehold Ground Rent, se- 
cured on 149 and 151, Hunger- 
ford-road . 10 8 O GS} yrs. 
7 48, Hungerford-road, N 6 0 0,70) yrs.6 0 0 
850, Hungerford-road... 40 0 0 70} yrs.0 16 0 
952, Hungerford-road v.42 0 0, 70} yrs.0 12 0 
10 58, Hungerford-road one fe 0 OF 0 
11 60, Hungerford-road... 42 0 07 0 
12 62, Hungerford-road.. 12 0 07 0 
13 64, Hungerford-road 122 0 07 0 
14 66, Hungerford-road... 122 0 O07 0 
15 68, Hungerford-road i2 0 0 0 
16 70, Hungerford-road 20 «0 3 0 
17 74, Hungerford-road 2 12 0 OMY 0 
1876, Hungerford-road i2 0 O70pyrm.6 0 0 


The commanding Houses in Hilldrop-crescent, each con- 
taining five bed rooms, bath room, three reception rooms, 
kitchen, scullery, two w.c.’s, oftices, and good garden. 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mawy, F.8.1., Toomas R. Rawysom, F.8.I1. 
J. Bacsuaw Many, F.S.I., W. H. Mayy), 


12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Relgrave-square, S.W. 


_4 Let on the First Floor ; a Suite of Three or Five hand- 
some Rooms; bay windows overlooking the gardens; 
southerly aspect ; also one other Suite higher up suitable 
for residential purposes; hall porter in uniform ; moderate 
inclusive rent.—Apply to HovsEKrerer, 3, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, or to Mr. Cooxman, 63, Chancery-lane. 


RESIDENTIAL C ‘HAMBERS (Superior) 
in LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS.—Set of Three excel- 
lent large Rooms (Two front rooms, with bay windows 
overlooking the gardens) to be Let unfurnished; good 
cooking and attendance by resident housekeepers ; rent, one 
hundred guineas per annum.—Apply to the HousEkeEEPer, 
3 and 4, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, or to Mr. Cooxmay, 68, Chan- 
cery-lane, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS requiring CITY 

OFFICES.— To be Let, in a central but quiet position, 

close to Cheapside and Guildhall, Suites of Offices in a 

handsome new building ; moderate rentals.—Particulars of 

Waker & Ron1z, 22, Moorgate-street, or Desexsnam & Co., 
80, Cheapside. 


N R. J. HARPER SCAIFE (LL.B., Lond., 
was Law Lecturer at King’s College, late Joint-Editor 
of “ The Jurist,’”’ &c.) and 








1917, Hilldrop-crescent . 5210 0 S63 yrs.3 0 0} 
20 18, Hilldrop-crescent Mm O OF s8 0 O 

21 19, etbap-ereeea 3 0 0 56 38 0 O| 
22 20, Hilldrop-crescent Bb 0 0 8 00 
23 21, Hilldrop-crescent 0 0 Bh yts.8 06 0 
2424, ae ne 60 0 0 Sh yrs. 8 0 0 
252, 5 0 OF & 0 0 
38,54, Hilldro>-crescent Bm O00 3510 0 
27 35, Hilldrop-crescent Mm 0 O .&§ 0 0 
28 36, drop-crescent mm oO 0 .&§ 0 0 
‘ scent wm Oo .& 0 6 

3 Hilldrop-cresce' ent m0 0 3B 0 0 
= drop-crescent 5 0 OO 28 0 0 
32 40, ot 55 0 0 £8 00 
t ~» 0 O sO O 





The vgn of se may be viewed. Particulars and condi- 

sale oo sae be obtained at the Mart. E.C.; of the 

Riddell, Vaizey, & Co., 9, John-street, 

Seanabtoe, wc, or of the 
William-strect, E.C., a 


nd 213, Clapham-road, S8.V 
To Trustees, Ground-Rent Buyers, Fundholders, and others 


\ ESSRS. CHARLES & TUBBS will 
4V¥R OFFER for SALE, by PUBLIC AUCTION, at the 
MART, City, on FRIDAY. APRIL 8 NEXT, the following 
excepti ¥ well-seeured FR EEHOLD GROUND-RENIS 
and PROPERTIES, offering to trustees and others an 
e unity of securing valuable and reliable investments 


of a nature seldom to be met with : 

Freehold Ground-Rent, £340 per annum, secured upon 
the substantial busines« premixes, known as No. 21, Moor- 
—_= E.C.; of the estimated rack rental value of £700 per 


ap rechold Ground-rent, £200 per annum, secured upon 
the adjoining property, known as No. 23. Moor-lane, E.C. ; 

of the estimated rack rental value of £400 per annum. 

Ot rechold Ground-rent, £57 per annum, arising out of 

well-established shop property in the main road, Wimble- 
don, adjoining the station; of the extimated rack rental 
value of £550 per annum. 

Two Freehold Shops and Houses, Nos. 41, 42, Beech- 
street, Barbican, E.C., let and producing £1%5 per annum. 

Short Leasehold Property, known as N 
syuare, Barbican, E.C., producing £114 per annum. 

» 145. Groand- rent £29 per annum. 
) With conditions of ale, may be obtained at 

the Anctionrers’ (tficex, 1, Gresham-street, London, F.C. 


VICTORIA-STREET, WESTMINSTER, 


Close to Victoria Station. A very 
hold Building Land, nearly half an acre in extent, aimost 
Victoria Station, suitable for the erection of an 


adjoming 
—. —_ house, large concert hull, residential flata, or 


ME ESSRS. S. WALKER 
- SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUES- 
DAY, APEIL 12, at TWO, in One Lot, the very im- 
portant FEEKHOLD BUILDING SITE, having « frontage 
to Carliale-place of 16% feet, and to Vauxhall-bridge-road 
A 19) fet, and containing an area of 19,20 feet muper., 
eomtiguous to Vietoria-street, and close to Victoria Station 
Particulars, with plan, had of Meserx. Wataen, Bons, & 
Raom, Bolicitors, 12, Bouverie-«treet, Vleet-strect ; at "the 
Mart; and at the Auctioneers’, 72, Moorgate-«treet, E./ 


£100 ADVANCE Wanted on excellent 


personal security with Life Policies; good 

imterer; comtuiexion paid to Solicitor ar ranging Iran with 

ee Fu te investor. - W wee Lex, care of * Bolicitors’ 
, Chamecery-lane, W 


Leaxe 


Auctioneer, 62, King | 


Mr. W. GREENWOOD, 


Barristers-at-Law, continue to PREPARE Candidates for 
the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations by their 
highly suecessful Correspondence System, which includes 
a carefully devised system of Memory Aids— Ora! Tuition. 
A limited number of Pupils are taken in Chambers for 
the Bar, Solicitors’, and LL.B. Examinations.—For particu- 
lars, successes, and fees, address, 1, Elm-court, Temple. 


NV R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 

rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and by post, for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Masy Pupits nave TAKEN Honovrs.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of “* Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


| EGAL EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. J. 
4 LITHEBY, LL.B. Lond. (Honours), reads with 
Candidates for Bar and Solicitors’ Examinations. By post 


or in chambers in the evening.— Write, 1, Pump-court, 
Temple. 

A RTIOLED PUPIL (outdoor) in Auc- 
4 tioneers and Estate Agents’ Office—A Vacancy 


eceurs with an old-established firm a few miles south of 
London, with large agricultural connection; premium 
required.__Apply to M. & F. care of W. E. Baxter, Limited, 
9, Lawrence Pountney-hill, E.C 


V ONEY.— Householders or Lodgers 
F desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the Conso_ipatep Compayy, Limrrep, 43, Great 
Tower-street, E.C., and arrange; Billsof Saleand Executions 
paid out; no fees; the full sum advanced without deduc- 
tion; an old-established and genuine firm.— Address, 
MANAGER. 


Now ready, price 10s. 6d.; for cash with order &s. 6d. ; 
by post 6d. extra. 


‘CONCISE PRECEDENTS 


0. 1, Bridgewater- | 


UNDER THE 


COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 to 1890. 
By F. GORE-BROWNE, 
Of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, Joint Author of *‘ A 
Handy Book on the Formation, Management, and 
Winding Up of Joint Stock Companies.” 


AORDAN A&A SONS, 120, Chancery-lane, London, 


valuable Plot of Free- | 


& RUNTZ will | 


1 vol., boards, price 2s, 6d. 

(THE SHORTCOMINGS of the MACHIN- 
ERY for PAUPER LITIGATION. By J.J.8. 
Wicitams & Nonoate, 14, Henrietta-street, Covent- 
garden, London, and 20, South Frederick- 
treet, Edinburgh. 


T IN COLN’S INN FIELDS. _—Offices to be 


Now ready, price 5s. ity scahidiiin 
HANDY GUIDE TO 


COUNTY COURT COSTS 


(Under New Rules, 1892. With Notes & Precedents. ) 
By JOHN HOUGH, 


Law Accounrant axp Costs Drarrsmay, 
Author of ‘‘Handy Guide to Conveyancing Costs.” 


London : 
Water Scorr, 24, Warwick-lane, Paternoster- -row. 
8vo, price 3s. 6d. 
RELUSHEA, and the LAWS of ENG- 
AND concerning INFECTIOUS DISEASES. By 

RICHARD SISLEY, M.D. 

“Excellent exposition of the legislation in force in this 
country on infectious diseases.’’— The Lancet. 


London : Loyemans, Green, & Co. 


RISH LAW TIMES and SOLICITORS’ 
JOURNAL and REPORTS.—(The only Legal Journal 
published in Ireland. Established 26 years.)-—Affords the 
best means of bringing to the notice of the Profession in 
Treland Lecat, Insurance, Pusriisners’, and MERCANTILE 
ADVERTISEMENTS. 
Office : 53, UPPER SACKVILLE STREET, DUBLIN. 
Now ready. 

TABULAR SUMMARY of BANK- 
£4. RUPTCY PROCEEDINGS under the Bankruptcy 
Acts, 1883 and 1890, and the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 and 
189. By ERNEST HEPBU RN, Solicitor. Published by 
Wirnersy & Co., 74, C ornhill, London, E. C. ; Price 1s. 


ONDON MATRIC., PRELIMINARY 
4 LAW, &c.—Special Preparation under a Graduate 
in Honours. Last Matric. Class all passed but two, and 
these failed only in one subject.—Address H. SERGEANT, 
University Institute, 192, Euston-road, N.W. (close to 
Gower-street Station). 


GREAT SAVING to SOLICITORS and 
i SURVEYORS in Office expenses can be effected by 
purchasing their STATIONERY and ACCOUNT BOOKS at 
F. CORSE’S Law and General Stationery Warehouse, 
Bedford-row House, Theobald’s-roxd, London. 





Judicature Foolscap (full weight guaranteed), ruled for 
Atlidavits or Costs, 15s. 6d., 18s., and 21s. per ream. 


Brief Paper, 14s., 16s., 17s. 6d., and 18s. per ream. 


Barnard’s Hand-made Brief, 24s. per ream, 


Letter Copying Books (eight qualities kept). 
Deeds Engrossed and Writings Copied. 


Statements of Claim and Defence, Affidavits, and every 
description of Law Printing expeditiously and correctly 
done. 


Send for Price List and Samples to F, CORSE, Bedford- 
row House, London, W.C. 


I OOKS BOUGHT.—To Exec sutors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 37, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES or 
smaller collections of Boo 5, in town or country, giving the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PROBATE. Ex- 
perienced valuers promptly sent. Removals without trouble 
or expense to sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
Address Bookmen London. Code in use. Unicode 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE PGR) MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Town 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


OF 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & 


LONDON, E.C ’ 


SON, 


GOLDSMITHS AND SILVERSMITHS, 


1 and 2, Guacecnuncu-stREeET, ConnutLt, 


beg respectfully to announce that they ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


Lecat Provesswow or runcnasy the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battonbery, K.C.B 
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